Tools for Alliance Builders


4. MANAGING AN ALLIANCE

Each activity is managed by the operating unit responsible for achieving the development objectives of the particular activity.  This could be a field mission or an office within one of the regional or technical bureaus with operational responsibilities.  The GDA Secretariat does not directly manage alliances, but does provide limited oversight and support.  In all cases, attention must be paid to governance, monitoring and evaluation, and reporting. 

Governance Structures
Management of an alliance will be greatly facilitated when the basic governance structure established by the MOU and/or procurement instrument is clearly defined. It can be assumed that the partners have achieved a high level of trust and have a shared commitment to achieving results. They can maintain openness and accountability to one another by establishing clear agreements on governance procedures. At a minimum, it is desirable to address the following areas:


· Specific roles and responsibilities of alliance partners as well as of their relevant supporting units (e.g., AID/W and State or other USG departments, if appropriate) 

· Key elements of governance, such as, frequency of meetings, decision-making processes, participants, need for working groups, outreach to stakeholders/beneficiaries, monitoring systems, etc

· How to resolve differences, should these arise

Addressing governance issues in writing, at the outset of an alliance, will prove invaluable as partner personnel rotates during the life of the alliance, or as new partners are brought in. The document created might be equivalent to a Mission Order, though it does not need to be as formal. It should be a living document, to be amplified or modified as the parties gain more experience working together
.  See FAQs: Legal #5. 
Roles and responsibilities 

· Who are the principal players? Who is authorized to make decisions, convene meetings, address implementation issues, provide substantive technical information? It is a good idea to provide a formal list of names, contact information, and level of authority to all relevant participants.

· Who has a supportive role, and how should they be kept in the loop (and by whom)? Geographic or central USAID bureaus as well as, in some cases, other USG agencies, may be relevant, as well as partner headquarters organizations. Decisions should be made on the mode and frequency of participation in or information on alliance issues.  

· Partners should agree on and practice direct communication on all aspects of alliance implementation, at executive and working levels. It may be important to inform each other on the relevant internal processes of each partner, and any changes therein. USAID support offices that find themselves communicating regularly with non-USAID partners involved in alliances should recognize their responsibility to inform the USAID partners of such contacts.

Governance structure and operations 
Clear ‘rules of the game’ make it easier for alliance partners to focus on their role in implementation.  Alliances comprised of many partners, or regional alliances serving as funding sources for sub-alliances or grants (e.g., Balkan Trust for Democracy, Global Alliance for Improved Nutrition, Sustainable Tree Crop (Cocoa) Program) may require the preparation of formal by-laws and the establishment of working committees, while less complex alliances can operate on a more informal basis.   Where alliances include a number of corporate partners who may be competitors and used to keeping at arm’s length of each other (as in the Philippines Clean Fuels alliance), provisions need to be made to keep essential information flowing smoothly. 

Questions that could be addressed include: 

· What is the frequency of meetings of the principal governing body of the alliance? Are teleconference meetings acceptable?  

· Who convenes and who participates (actively, or with observer status) in meetings? Should there be working committees (if so, what are their specific responsibilities)? Should periodic open meetings be convened for information sharing and gathering purposes with parties relevant to alliance progress (including beneficiaries)?  

· Who is empowered to make binding decisions? Will decisions be made by consensus, by vote?  

· Who is responsible for the agenda, preparing minutes and circulating them? Should minutes be signed by the principals?

· In alliances where partners are pooling their funding, what is the process for making funds available? The level and timing of funding needs should be discussed, as well as the likely burn rate of the activity. 

· How will alliances work with beneficiaries, host governments, potential new partners? To what extent will partners inform each other when they have separate contacts with such groups? The Sierra Leone Peace Diamonds Alliance includes miners, dealers, community leaders, and other stakeholders. A voluntary Code of Conduct is one way alliance partners signal commitment to alliance precepts. 

· What kind of public outreach is relevant, given the host country situation? Should the alliance develop a joint approach? Does each partner prefer to publicize its efforts separately? Should outreach be aimed at informing, garnering public support, satisfying host government concerns? In some countries, and for some alliances, outreach may need to be aimed at preventing misinformation by others.

· How will partners monitor and report alliance progress? Is there a limited set of performance indicators, or ‘metrics’, that all partners are willing to adopt and use, notwithstanding any additional indicators that they may wish to identify and track? Do partners have reporting requirements that the alliance can help them meet? 

Resolving differences 
Conflicts among partners in an alliance must be anticipated.  In the interest of good governance it is appropriate to address the issue and identify, at a minimum, principles that should be followed in the event of disagreement.  

Such principles include:  always proceeding with respect for the other party; clarifying underlying issues; identifying options for resolving the disagreement; being inclusive, not exclusive, of stakeholders who might be able to propose solutions; agreeing at the outset on a procedure for resolving the disagreement; and, agreeing on time limits within which the problem should be resolved.

Information on resolving differences can be found at http://www.crinfo.org.
Monitoring and Evaluation 
Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) for alliances should be guided by ADS Section 203, which applies to alliances just as it does to any other development activity involving USAID program funds.  However, M&E in the context of public-private alliances introduces some special considerations that should be taken into account in M&E system design.

First, input-level monitoring has a particular importance in a public-private alliance.  Alliances rely on resources leveraged from multiple partners, and in many cases, these will not be documented in a legally binding obligating agreement, as they are for USAID funding for traditional projects.  It will be important to build in a system to track the level of resources committed and disbursed to the alliance by each resource partner, whether these are dollars, volunteer hours, or other kinds of in-kind support.  This information is needed to provide assurance to all partners that each individual partner is meeting its responsibilities and there is an adequate flow of resources for meeting alliance objectives.  See this section’s Tools for an illustrative reporting format, excerpted from a recent quarterly report on the Sustainable Forest Products Global Alliance (SFPGA).
Second, output-level monitoring is more challenging in an alliance due to the need to separately track activities being carried out by each implementation partner and to develop common measures for similar activities being carried out by different partners to allow for a ‘summing up’ of the accomplishments of the alliance as a whole.  This is being done in the SFPGA by means of a matrix which lists each activity-level output along with the implementation partner responsible for its accomplishment, and across the top are arrayed the performance measures used for each.  

Where an alliance is operating through parallel financing arrangements, it may be possible to do output-level monitoring for each separate funding instrument, although it will be important to coordinate the selection of performance measures across all the funding instruments so that the outputs of individual grants or cooperative agreements can be added together to capture the sum total of alliance accomplishments.

Third, assessing the intermediate results and development impact of an alliance is uniquely challenging.  For one thing, rarely will alliance objectives completely overlap with the objectives of a USAID Strategic Plan.  Therefore, it may require the development of a separate results framework or similar analysis to clearly define and describe how the sum of alliance outputs will lead to the achievement of expected intermediate results and development impact.

For another, different partners may define alliance success in different ways and hence be interested in tracking different alliance ‘results’. In the SFPGA, for example, IKEA and Home Depot will be most concerned about the levels of green timber production that can be achieved at a given input cost; the World Wildlife Foundation and The Nature Conservancy will be more concerned with measuring the decline in illegal logging; USAID and other development agencies will want to see the impact on farmer income and, in turn, on the health and education achievement of rural families.  All of these are legitimate measures of alliance “success” that need to be incorporated in order to determine whether an alliance is meeting the distinctive objectives of each alliance partner.  The challenge is to knit these differing measures of success into an analytical framework that integrates each one into the strategic logic of the alliance as a whole.

As always in designing any M&E system, there is the need to strike a balance between the value of the information collected and the costs in time and dollars to collect it.  The key consideration is what information is needed to: 

· effectively manage alliance resources, ensuring that alliance managers can get information they need to make mid-course corrections as appropriate; 

· properly account for use of taxpayer and shareholder funds; and 

· meet priority information needs of other stakeholder groups, such as host government or other donor officials engaged in related development programs, additional partners who may be sought in the future to sustain or expand the alliance, or others.   

Determining what information is needed by whom and with what frequency and rigor will drive the design of any M&E system. Doing this in the context of an alliance requires intensive consultation with all partners. Once the scope of the desired system is defined, alliance managers then must agree on how M&E activities will be funded, who will manage them, and how widely the data and analyses will be shared.  

Participation by the private sector partner in the design of an alliance M&E plan may introduce new approaches and create learning opportunities for all parties. Performance management practices are well known to corporate and NGO managers but may be widely different from those applied in USAID.  There will be differences in terminology (e.g., metrics vs. performance indicators), as well as possible concerns about proprietary methodologies (e.g., collection and interpretation of pricing data). Corporate and business sector partners will offer special expertise on cost-effective data collection on pricing and marketing, while USAID and its traditional partners can contribute expertise on measuring development impact.

It should be noted that some private sector firms tend to measure the ‘impact’ of their public-private partnerships in terms of their corporate social responsibility objectives, namely the firm’s reputation and/or employee satisfaction, rather than in terms of the results achieved by the programs they support (although this is beginning to change in some of the CSR “thought” leaders).  This will less likely be the case in those alliances where the private sector participation is linked to its core business interests; in these alliances, the private sector resource partners will naturally have a greater interest in and commitment to measuring program results.  

The recent mid-term assessment of the GDA model found that many alliances had not yet developed effective alliance-wide M&E systems.  Where such systems were in place, they were typically carried out by an independent contractor or other third party funded under the alliance specifically to carry out alliance M&E.  The Indonesia Timber Alliance provides an example of this approach.  Following a suggestion by DfID, a potential partner, to build in a bigger M&E component from the beginning, USAID increased the budget for that purpose.  The implementing partners then contracted a research institute to handle M&E (referred to by the implementing partners as ‘Lessons Learning’) for the alliance.  The system is set up so that each alliance activity is tracked separately and each partner’s resource contribution is linked to the activity it is funding.  For example, each partner can learn how much of its contribution is going toward timber tracking and the specific amount of wood saved.  Giving each partner a clear idea of what their resources are accomplishing is not just a matter of accountability, but a good way to build commitment and sustainability into an alliance.  Other alliances have plans to carry out both process and impact-level evaluations at various points in alliance implementation. 

Finally, it is worth underscoring the value of identifying and sharing lessons learned about the GDA model of public-private partnerships and its effectiveness as a development tool.  GDA is a relatively new, and challenging, business model for USAID and can be expected to evolve and improve as the Agency and its partners gain more experience in applying it to real development problems in the real world of developing countries.  This process will be richly enhanced and accelerated if alliance managers throughout the Agency share their experience and lessons learned widely so they can be reflected in Agency-wide practices, policies, and procedures relating to GDA.  The GDA Secretariat has a key role in disseminating and mainstreaming lessons learned through its training activities (workshops and the Learning Stories series), its periodic revisions of the ADS as needed, and its updates of this document, Tools for Alliance Builders.  Alliance managers are encouraged, though not required, to conduct mid-term assessments to identify what’s working, what’s not, and to share these with the GDA Secretariat for broad dissemination to other alliance managers in USAID and to USAID’s many alliance partners.

Reporting 
All Agency operating units are requested to submit reporting on public-private alliances as a means of documenting the extent to which alliances are being used in on-going Agency programs, the range of alliance partners and partner types currently participating in Agency-funded alliances, and the nature and amount of partner contributions leveraged in support of USAID program objectives. For the FY 2004 Annual Report, all USAID operating units were required to fill out the Global Development Alliance Template found in the Annual Report home page for each of the alliances the operating unit managed, and for which funding was obligated in FY 2004. Such data is routinely requested by various external audiences and also needed for internal assessment of the Agency’s progress in mainstreaming the GDA business model.
  
To be reported as a Global Development Alliance, an activity must meet the following threshold criteria:
 
            a.  total USAID resources (from all operating units) committed over the life of the alliance activity is leveraging at least an equal or greater amount of total partner resources;
            b.  Beginning in FY03, this partner contribution must include private funds (see definition below) at least equal to 25% of the value of the expected USAID resources.
 
In addition to these leveraging criteria, GDA alliances should also exhibit the following characteristics: 
            a.  Joint planning and problem definition;
            b.  Shared risks and responsibilities;
            c.  Ideally, though not necessarily, new partners and/or innovative approaches.
  
The resource contributions expected from GDA partners may include both public and private funds, and may be provided as cash or in-kind contributions. Public resources contributed to an alliance may come from other USG agencies, state and local governments or governmental agencies, bilateral and multilateral institutions, and foreign governments or governmental agencies.   Private resources would include contributions from private companies, foundations, universities, NGOs (if raised from non-public sources), private individuals, and any other non-public source. 
To track Agency alliance activity, the GDA Secretariat is maintaining a database on alliances for which USAID has obligated funds beginning in FY02. This database is designed to track alliances from the planning stages through to implementation, as a basis for reporting to the Administrator and a diverse range of audiences on the extent to which alliances are being used in USAID programs, the numbers and kinds of alliance partners USAID is working with, and the value of partner contributions. A summary matrix listing each alliance, where it is operating, USAID and partner contributions, and leverage ratio is available from the GDA Secretariat. Anyone wishing to search the database for more detailed information on an individual alliance, alliance partners, and partner roles and contributions should contact the GDA Secretariat. 

Performance reporting on alliance follows standard Agency practice. Monitoring and evaluation criteria and benchmarks should be established with the alliance partners, as discussed in the previous section and alliance managers are encouraged to set expectations up front. If USAID funding is involved in the alliance, those funds would be managed and reported on their use as with any activity, i.e., the Strategic Objective Team would continue to measure strategic objective results achievement with its agreed-upon indicators. The principal management differences come in the way in which alliance progress is monitored and reported.

Disseminating information about alliance progress and impact is equally important externally as it is internally. Raising awareness about the development program may help bring additional, helpful stakeholders to the table, further raise USAID and corporate social responsibility to the consciousness of private business and highlight innovative approaches of government to key USAID constituents. 

Opportunities to publicize an alliance may include a signing ceremony at alliance formation. A signing ceremony is also appropriate to formally inaugurate an alliance even when joint planning has already developed into joint action. LPA can help produce a press release, press conference or other materials such as a fact sheet, questions and answers, or brochure.  Many alliances have created websites or homepages on USAID’s website to publish the story and progress of the alliance. Alliance reporting will help bear out key points regarding impact, including the additional development impact effected by the collaborative nature of the activity. Regardless of the approach, it is important to coordinate at all times with alliance partners. They may be able to bring significant resources to the table in the form of public relations staff, media relationships, photographs, market research, publications, and so on. 

In instances of negative press, it is more important than ever to tell the correct story of the alliance. No organization is immune from negative press. Anticipate any issues in advance and account for them in your materials. The due diligence process reduces the risk of significant negative press due to a partner’s record, but cannot eliminate it. The following model for press releases and case studies may help the story stand on solid ground and reduce PR risks: a) define the development problem, b) describe how the alliance addresses that problem, c) define partners and their contributions; and d) define the anticipated development impact. See www.usaid.gov for a list of most recent press releases. A GDA-specific release on Kraft and cashew sector development in Guinea is available below. 

One tool that may assist alliance builders, either as background material in publicizing an alliance or in outreach to potential partners, is the GDA Secretariat’s publication of alliance case studies. The compilation of alliances may be used as a marketing tool as well.  The GDA Secretariat can make copies available upon request or a PDF format of the GDA brochure is available on the GDA homepage at www.usaid.gov/gda. 

Tools

(Underline indicates a hyperlink)
· Overview of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA)

· 
SFPGA Quarterly Report with sample M&E tables
· Sample press release: Kraft and cashew sector development in Guinea

· 
GDA Brochure
Global Alliance to Improve Nutrition (GAIN)


GAIN is a 501(c)(3) organization with a Secretariat consisting of a Board of Directors, Executive Director, and ad hoc technical committees.





Sustainable Tree Crops (Cocoa) Program Governance





The STCP governance structure offers a promising model for multi-country programs: it defines clear and distinct responsibilities between the global, regional, and national levels; it provides a voice for all resource partners on the Advisory Board which sets policy direction and approves national plans; and incorporates a means for program clients (farmers’ groups) to participate in decision-making at the national level.








Air Pollution Reduction Alliance





Since the alliance includes such a diverse group of stakeholders representing environmental organizations as well as the private sector, serious disagreements over issues can arise from time to time.  The World Bank, an initial donor and supporter, dropped out of the alliance because it had differences with the government of Sri Lanka regarding how to implement the project. 





However, while partners acknowledge these differences of opinion and interests, they view the process of working through disagreements as fundamentally important in learning to work together that will prove beneficial in the long run.  











� In alliances where the governance structure calls for an advisory committee, provisions of the �HYPERLINK "http://www.usaid.gov/our_work/global_partnerships/gda/tab/September102004ToolkitAppendixXX.doc"��Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA)�, which regulate the operations of such committees, should be reviewed.  
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