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In 1998, in response to a changing
global environment, development
agencies, non-governmental
organisations, and the private sector
came together to form a time-bound
initiative called Business Partners for
Development, or BPD. Designed as
a three-year programme, BPD was
established to study, support, and
promote strategic examples of 
tri-sector partnerships—involving
business, government, and civil
society. These partnerships were
intended to put communities at 
the centre of their own sustainable
development.

The proposition that there is a need for tri-sector
partnerships is almost a platitude today, heard at
myriad conferences and workshops. BPD aimed to
go further, to put the idea to the test, and to take a
systematic approach across thirty projects in order
to extract core lessons. Now, at the end of three
years, BPD has evidence, lessons, and tools that can
help to ensure a more efficient allocation of
resources and improved synergies across different
actors’ resources. This experience has also shown
that the approach can be scaled up.

A growing number of business leaders share unease
about any form of global economic development
that fails to emphasise the human dimension or
that creates a globalisation of opportunity without a
corresponding globalisation of responsibility.
Companies have more of a role than ever to play in
reducing poverty and social exclusion that widens
the gap between the haves and the have-nots. BPD
adds to the growing evidence that companies can
play this role in ways that can enhance their pro-
ductivity, and underlying profitability—not by
themselves, but in new forms of partnership with
the public sector and civil society.

BPD has focused on these new forms of 
partnership. This publication is an analytical 
compilation of the lessons learned across BPD’s
thirty partnerships, involving more than 120 differ-
ent organisations in 20 different countries. Its 
purpose is to:

• demonstrate the potential benefits of tri-sector
partnerships for both communities and business,
based on the evidence emerging from BPD, and

• provide organisations—particularly those with
limited experience of partnering—with the 
lessons and tools on how to develop successful
partnerships amongst government, business, and
civil society.

The publication has five sections. Part one presents
Business Partners for Development and introduces
the concept of tri-sector partnering. A brief analysis
is given of the generic development benefits to be
gained from tri-sector partnering. Part two provides
a checklist of the preconditions of partnership and
guidance on when partnering is not the best
approach. In part three, the partnering process is
considered in more detail, setting out the stages of
the process and information on partnership build-
ing. Part four illustrates the management tools now
available through BPD online. Part five of the
report is split into four separately printed sections,
each written for specific audiences. These are
designed to be stand-alone sections that can be read
before or after the main report1. Each examines the
benefits and opportunities of tri-sector partnership.
It concludes with recommendations for that audi-
ence with regard to policy and operational practice. 

The sections relate to the following audiences:

• Businesses

• Developing country governments

• Non-governmental organisations (NGO)

• Multilateral and bilateral development agencies

2 31Reading all the sections is strongly recommended

KEY MESSAGES
Tri-sector partnerships that engage
the strengths of corporations
alongside those of civil society 
and government can, in certain
circumstances, yield better results
for communities and for business
than alternative approaches.
BPD partnerships have been challenging but have
provided significant benefits to all partners.
Communities have realised development outcomes
that are better (in varying ways in different projects)
than would otherwise have been the case.
Governments have gained an increased ability to
fulfil their development objectives. Business benefits
included more cost-effective compliance with the
social and environmental requirements of regulators
and investors, improved access to new markets, 
risk mitigation, competitive advantage, and global
reputation enhancement.

Effective tri-sector partnerships are
often built on core complementary
competencies.
Participants need to understand their core compe-
tencies in relation to tackling social issues, how they
might complement those of others, and what moti-
vates other participants in the partnership. As a 
general rule, the closer participants’ activities and
benefits align with their core activities, the more
likely the partnership’s overall chance of success.

The public sector in developing
countries has a vital role to 
play both in partnering and in
establishing an environment that
encourages partnership.
BPD has attempted to identify and test the added
value of these public sector roles. These roles can
significantly enhance the effect of partnerships that
may have otherwise only involved the private sector
and civil society.

Partnering may not always be the
best approach.
Experience shows that partnering should not be
attempted when the potential costs—or risks—

outweigh the anticipated benefits. Organisations
should take into consideration the time and
resources needed to develop a successful partnership
and weigh these against the potential gains.

Organisations entering into a 
tri-sector partnership often need 
to build their capacity to work
with other sectors.
Tri-sector partnerships are complex and take time to
build. Different skills are needed at the different
stages of partnership. While partners can develop
these skills, organisations that are risk or change
averse may find the demands on operational culture
to be more challenging than other approaches.
Tools developed by the BPD initiative can be used
to help manage this process.

Partnerships are likely to 
fail unless there are internal
champions and sufficient
institutional buy-in.
Champions within partner organisations have
played a critical role in all the BPD partnerships.
Such individuals carry the cause and sell the idea
and process of partnering. However, because indi-
viduals typically move at a different rate than the
institutions they represent, partnerships must 
ensure that the commitment is also at the institu-
tional level—if not, changes in personnel can be a
destabilising factor for the partnership.

Partnering is most successful when
partners negotiate and agree on
their governance structure.
A shared governance structure is a key distinguish-
ing characteristic of a partnership. Experience in
BPD underlines the importance of agreements that
clearly set out the structure and operation of a 
tri-sector partnership. Depending on the specific
projects or programmes in question, such agree-
ments might incorporate shared visions, joint work
plans, decision-making rules, grievance mecha-
nisms, progress reporting channels, and 
performance measurement systems. These should
take account of communications strategies and
decision-making processes.



Partnerships should be considered
‘flexible task forces’.
BPD partnerships have shown that, far from being
members of permanent institutions, partners need
to be able to enter and leave as their capacities,
needs, and strategies dictate. Early discussion and
agreement between partners on when and how
individual and collective involvement begins and
ends are essential.

Initiators, convenors, and
facilitators are all important.
Partnering can be initiated by any sector or by more
than one organisation at the same time. Multilateral
and bilateral organisations can sometimes make an
important contribution in convening partnerships.
Facilitators can help build consensus and are 
fundamental to the partnership brokering process;
their role can be performed by third parties or by
one of the partners. These distinctions are explored
in more detail in the report.

Tri-sector partnerships must 
deliver results that are timely and
that respond to the relative
schedules and operating needs 
of each partner.
Each partner organisation will have a different 
time frame against which results will need to be
delivered. The partners need to incorporate 
these separate schedules and deliver results in line
with them.

A set of tools for tri-sector
partnering is now available. 
Based on practical experience, BPD has developed
and tested a suite of tools to help explore, develop,
and maintain successful tri-sector partnerships.
These include guidance notes, frameworks, draft
memorandums of understanding, and training
modules. All can be found on the BPD website
(www.bpdweb.org).

4 5

1SECT ION

Tri-sector partnering: 
the concepts and results

Disappearing 
boundaries
The social, economic, and political environment
around the world is changing dramatically, causing
fundamental shifts in the ways societies work and
are governed. Boundaries amongst business, civil
society, and the public sector are blurring. The
three sectors are increasingly acknowledged to be
interdependent, and the objectives of one sector
can often only be achieved in partnership with 
participants from the other sectors.

In this new climate, should businesses be carrying
out community development activities? Are they
being asked to take on responsibilities that should
be those of the public sector? How do we avoid the
old ‘company town’ model? How can government
hold the private sector accountable, particularly
where it is providing public services? How can
business and civil society hold government
accountable? Are civil society organisations 
performing roles/delivering services that should be
performed by business or government? How can
they be systematically held more accountable? 
How should investors be held accountable for their
part in the social/ethical/environmental impacts of
projects they invest in?

What was Business
Partners for
Development?

“Companies have more of a role than ever to play in

reducing the poverty and social exclusion that widens

the gap between the haves and have nots. The chance

for concerted action has perhaps never been greater

than it is today. Poverty is our greatest long-term 

challenge. We already have a vision of what we need

to do, through the Millennium Development Goals.

To achieve these goals, we need to develop a 

partnership for development. BPD gives us a few

more of the practical tools for this partnership to

deliver the results on the ground that we all need.”

James D. Wolfensohn, President, 
The World Bank Group, Macrh 2002 

Business Partners for Development was a global
network made up of more than 120 organisations.
It was established in 1998 to study, support, and
promote strategic examples of partnership involving
business, government, and civil society working
together for the development of communities
around the world.

BPD was created as a three-year programme, 
combining practical action on the ground with
decentralised learning, testing the hypotheses that:

• partnerships involving business working alongside
civil society and the public sector can deliver 
better social development results than parties 
from any of the three sectors attempting the 
same interventions alone, and

• tri-sector partnerships deliver strong and 
measurable business benefits.

The programme was designed with two ‘Clusters’
from specific industries—extractive industries and
water and sanitation companies—and two Clusters
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focused on themes around which a number of 
different industries had social interests—youth
development and road safety. The intention was 
to explore ways in which these two models could
achieve development and business results.

BPD’s four Clusters are:

Natural Resources Cluster (NRC)2: Partners work
to develop approaches that optimise development
benefits to local communities, while they mitigate
investment risk to oil, gas, and mining companies.

Water and Sanitation Cluster (WSC)3: Partners
develop sustainable mechanisms to provide respon-
sive and affordable water and sanitation services in
poor communities.

Global Partnership for Youth Development
(GPYD)4: Partners come together to strengthen
best practices in youth development.

Global Road Safety Partnership (GRSP)5:
Partners work to reduce deaths, injuries, disabilities,
and associated social costs of road accidents.

BPD has operated with a decentralised governance
structure to encourage creativity and maximise
learning from the four clusters. Members of each
sector made up its steering group—the key gover-
nance body of each cluster. The activities have then
been managed and driven forward by the secretariat
staff of that cluster.

In addition to the four Clusters, BPD established a
Knowledge Resource Group (KRG). The KRG has
had the task of building consensus on emerging 
lessons across the four clusters and then disseminat-
ing these lessons to wider audiences. It was made
up of one representative from each of the following
organisations—CIVICUS: World Alliance for
Citizen Participation (civil society), the Prince of
Wales International Business Leaders Forum 
(private sector), and the World Bank Group (public
sector), plus the coordinators (staff ) from all four
Clusters. The activities of the KRG have been man-
aged and driven forward by a staff member, who 
in the final year was a civil servant on secondment
from the U.K. governments’ Department for
International Development.

All participating organisations faced risks from their
involvement in BPD. NGOs knew they might be
criticised by some of their peers for getting too close
to big business. Companies knew that their involve-
ment might be seen as a distraction from their key
business activities or an attempt to whitewash them.
Public sector officials knew that tri-sector partner-
ing might be viewed as diluting core responsibilities
of the state.

While some organisations declined the invitation to
explore the potential of tri-sector partnerships in
the BPD framework, others believed that the poten-
tial benefits made this risk worth taking. Those that
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joined the initiative were excited by its emphasis on
the practical application of partnership theory.

BPD as a whole came to an end in December
2001, as scheduled. The BPD Clusters have 
considered separately whether or not to continue
their work together:

• The Global Road Safety Partnership is continuing.

• The Water and Sanitation Cluster will continue
with a changed mandate.

• The Natural Resources Cluster extended its life by
some months to complete its work programme.

• Activities of the Global Partnership for Youth
Development will be folded into the ongoing tri-
sector partnership development activities of the
International Youth Foundation.

An independent evaluation of the initiative is 
currently being conducted, and will be made 
available in July 2002.

Partnership projects and 
partnership platforms
BPD was designed to move beyond the theory of
partnering and to explore its practical application. 
The four Clusters were tasked with identifying
‘focus projects’. Each Cluster developed a set of cri-
teria for its focus projects that fall into two types:
partnership projects and partnership platforms.

The first type was when partners came together to
focus on a specific local-level, usually time-bound
project. These projects included the provision of
clean water and safe sanitation, development of
health-care centres, education of out-of-school
youths, extension of basic infrastructure, and the
mitigation of social and environmental impacts.
The projects were typically at the local level,
addressing local issues. In such examples, once the
project goals are achieved and the partnership’s
work done, the partnership may end. In some BPD
cases, however, the partners have gone on to form
new partnerships that address other issues.

The second type can be described as a partnership
platform. These platforms, involving civil society,
business, and government, worked together to identi-
fy priorities, projects, and partners for a range of sub-
sequent local-level activities. The platform approach
provided expertise and other support to local projects
as well as helping to identify and connect potential
partners. Partnership platforms at the national or

regional level have also provided services and support
such as third-party facilitation to the brokering of
project-level partnering agreements. The importance
of partnership platforms at the national and regional
level is likely to increase as the interest in tri-sector
partnerships grows and activities are scaled up. The
Global Road Safety Partnership, for example, has
operated as a partnership platform from the outset,
and there is also evidence from the Natural Resources
Cluster and Water and Sanitation Cluster of a
demand for this approach. For example, a regional
steering committee convened by BP in Casanare,
Colombia, is essentially a partnership platform, with
the aim of initiating local community development
projects that adopt tri-sector partnering principles.
Similarly, the Grupo Alianzas in Venezuela is a recent-
ly formed national-level tri-sector partnership 
platform emerging from the successes of the Las
Cristinas focus project. The aim of this latter group is
to use consensus-building techniques (partnering and
dispute resolution) to solve problems and exploit
opportunities relating to the extractive industries
across Venezuela.

What is a tri-sector
partnership?
Rather than imposing a rigid definition of tri-sector
partnership at the outset, the BPD programme offered
a framework definition: ‘partnerships involving busi-
ness, government, and civil society that may present a
successful new approach for the development of com-
munities around the world’. The intention was to allow
more definitions to emerge from the work of the four
Clusters on the ground. Two definitions are emerging:

• A voluntary collaboration to promote 
sustainable development based on the more
efficient allocation of complementary
resources across corporate business, civil 
society and government

• A management tool to deliver business and
social and environmental development 
outcomes by optimising the effectiveness of 
different partners’ resources and core 
competencies

Experience has demonstrated the following typical
attributes of a tri-sector partnership:

• Tri-sector partnerships are usually formed
through a process that builds mutual 
understanding, fosters mutual respect, and

2http://www.bpd-naturalresources.org   3http://www.bpd-waterandsanitation.org   4http://www.bpdweb.org/gpyd/index.htm   5http://www.GRSProadsafety.org   
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focuses on joint problem solving and relation-
ship management amongst company, govern-
ment, and civil society. The process can be
divided into four stages: partnership explo-
ration, partnership building, partnership
maintenance, and partnership completion.
Each of these steps has been tested in detail
over the three years of the BPD initiative and
will be discussed further in the report.

• Often the partnership will be defined by a set
of agreements designed to deliver on shared
expectrations and a joint action programme.
These agreements, or charters, may vary in
their nature from voluntary arrangements to
formal contracts between equal parties.

• The collaboration amongst company, govern-
ment, and civil society is significant because it
pools resources and risk and builds on core
complementary competencies. The result is ‘added
value’ to what each party could achieve alone.

BPD experience also showed that the link between
the main ‘competencies’ of each partner and their
‘core’ organisational objectives is critical to success.
Building partnerships around each party’s core 
complementary competencies is about bringing
together three distinct elements:

• Competencies: Resources, roles, responsibili-
ties, or behaviour that are the true (some-
times hidden) strengths of the partner in 
contributing to the social and environmental
objectives of the partnership.

• Complementary: Resources, roles, responsibilities,
and behaviour that add value to the resources,
roles, responsibilities, or behaviour of other part-
ners in the context of achieving the social and
environmental objectives of the partnership.

• Core: Contributions by each partner that assist
the contributing partner to meet its own
organisational objectives, for example, com-
petitiveness, poverty reduction, or governance.

BPD experience suggests that fusing the core 
complementary competencies of each partner yields
a pattern of roles most likely to meet both the self-
interest of each partner and the wider social and
environmental objectives of the partnership. While
this may seem obvious, it can sometimes be chal-
lenging during the implementation phase because
of competition, confusion, or lack of awareness

amongst partners as to who can do what best. 
In some cases, partners may have overlapping 
competencies, for example, in their interaction and
relationship with the community.

As a general rule, the closer the participants’ 
activities and benefits align with their key business
strategy, the more likely the partnership’s overall
chance of success. This is because:

• building tri-sector partnerships on core com-
plementary competencies means that the 
outcomes of the partnership are more likely to
have direct relevance to the core objectives of
each partner organisation;

• revealing and deploying core complementary
competencies exposes to each partner the
potential value of the other partners;

• deploying core competencies tends to involve
less investment in new capital, processes and
mechanisms, relying instead on fluctuations in
existing capital, processes and systems—that
is, incurring only incremental costs; and

• the approaches of companies to social invest-
ment often tends to be a duplication of the
activities of NGOs, local government, donor
agencies, or community-based organisations
rather than contributing what is unique about
the presence of a private sector operation in a
poor region of the world.

Tri-sector partnerships are complex and take time
to build. Organisations entering into a tri-sector
partnership often need to build their capacity to
work with other sectors. Different skills are needed
at the different stages of partnership. Partners can
develop these skills, but organisations that are risk
or change averse may find the demands of partner-
ship on operational culture to be more challenging
than other approaches. Tools developed by the BPD
project can be used to manage this process.

Traditionally narrow definitions for the terms, civil
society, private sector, and public sector, presented a
challenge to the Cluster’s work. To be effective,
many focus projects needed to unbundle the deep-
er stakeholder communities within each sector, 
ensuring proper recognition for the legitimate roles
of trade unions, small-scale private providers, 
community-based organisations, political parties,
donors, and any number of other groups affected
by or influencing partnership projects.
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Access to basic services
Tri-sector partnerships in BPD have enhanced 
sustainable access to basic services such as health,
education, and water and sanitation for communi-
ties. Many of the projects also provided improve-
ments to local infrastructure that would otherwise
not take place, or would take a longer time to be
implemented.

For example, the water and sanitation focus project
in Senegal involved the upgrade and expansion of
the local water networks in the capital city, Dakar.
The result of the project has been that safe and
clean water has been provided to 200,000 people
in poor communities through the installation of
standpipes. Before the project, 70 percent of 
targeted households accessed water from wells that
were often polluted. There has been a drop in
waterborne illness amongst children and the 
creation of several hundred jobs. 

This explains the complexity of the relationship
amongst partners and why in some focus projects
multiple partners came from each sector. Any
attempt to extract a single partnership model from
this multilayered environment would be question-
able, but important recommendations can be made
about the partnership-building process. These are
laid out in part three of the report.

Tri-sector
partnerships can
provide better results
for sustainable
development than
alternatives

“All the best examples of the application of
principles of sustainable development involve
partnership”.

Sir Mark Moody-Stuart, Chair,
Business Action for Sustainable
Development, speaking at a develop-
ment agency roundtable on CSR,
London, 28 January 2002.

There is clear evidence from a range of BPD 
projects that using a tri-sector partnership approach
can deliver significant improvements in sustainable
development benefits over what would otherwise
have occurred. The diagram on the right highlights
the enhanced sustainability of benefits achieved in
BPD focus projects. These are not the only benefits
of taking a tri-sector partnership approach—
a more detailed examination of the benefits specific
to different sectors can be found in the stand-alone
sections of this publication. It should be noted that
some of the identified benefits (increased awareness,
greater community empowerment, and increased
social cohesion) cannot be demonstrated quantita-
tively, but they are widely recognised as important
for long-term development and were a key benefit
of many of the focus projects.

Access to
Basic Services

Poverty
Mitigation

Community
Participation

Increased
Social

Cohesion

Growing
Human Capital

Increased
Awareness

Environmental
Benefits

Enhancing
sustainability of
development
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C A S E  S T U D Y :  A C C E S S T O B A S I C S E R V I C E S
Global Alliance for Workers and Communities (GA)
The GA, a partnership incorporating the World Bank, Nike, The Gap and the International
Youth Foundation (IYF), aims to improve the workplace experience and life opportunities of
workers in global supply chains. This alliance generates a blend of resources, credibility, and
infrastructure to address contentious workplace issues.

Mostly young, largely female, and/or entering the formal economy for the first time, the
workers determine the GA’s programmatic agenda through extensive worker consultation
and involvement. The GA’s worker development programmes comprise a two-stage process.

• In an initial assessment phase, workers are confidentially consulted about such issues as
their current jobs and workplace conditions, education and aspirations, health and 
nutritional concerns, and community services.

• The GA subsequently delivers worker-development programmes that develop life skills and
address critical health and finance issues.

In Indonesia, Thailand, and Vietnam, over 9,000 workers expressed their views on work-
place issues, personal aspirations, and needs in confidential one-on-one interviews. Over
7,100 workers now directly benefit from development programmes, mostly in health and life
skills, in thirty-three factories across Thailand, Vietnam, Indonesia, and China. Thousands
more indirectly benefit through peer-to-peer education and health-related materials.
Management training programmes in communications, team building, and problem solving
reach over 740 factory managers and supervisors in Indonesia and Thailand.

One of the clearest messages from the worker surveys in Nike supplier factories in Thailand
was the top priority that workers gave to their health and the health of their families. The
health and education programme implemented in response to this focuses on four interrelat-
ed areas:

• Access to quality, affordable health-care services and information

• Improved factory-based clinics and standards

• Effective peer health educators

• Training factory-based trainers in health education and promotion.

To reach more workers and increase the capacity of the factories to provide sustainable
health services to workers, the GA has launched a peer education programme in partner-
ship with the Thai Red Cross. By the end of 2001, approximately 1,300 workers had been
trained to reach out to their co-workers and provide useful information about common nutri-
tion concerns such as anaemia prevention, diet for growing children, and hygiene.

Global Alliance factory programmes of life skills, health care, personal development, and 
management training produce better working conditions and improved health services.
These directly benefit workers by enhancing the quality of working life and individual
prospects but also positively affect business performance by improving employee retention,
motivation, and commitment. 

Poverty mitigation 
Using a tri-sector partnership approach can 
contribute to poverty mitigation as it allows the
resources and the skills of different actors to focus
simultaneously on the core needs of the poor.

In the natural resources focus project in Zambia, a
need for local business development in the vicinity
of the Konkola Copper Mines plc’s (KCM) opera-
tions was identified. Retrenchment packages—a
feature of the privatisation process before KCM
involvement—are rapidly being exhausted, and
most of those affected have no obvious alternative
sources of income, leading them to become increas-
ingly dependent on family support and subsistence
farming. One way of lessening the effects of
retrenchment has been to encourage people to
establish their own commercial enterprises. Another
is to enhance the capacity of established small and
medium-sized businesses so that they can expand
their number of employees. The importance of local
business development was recognised by all the 
parties involved in the negotiations surrounding the
privatisation of the operations that now belong to
KCM. The agreed Social Management Plan for the
company includes the enhancement of existing
capabilities and development of existing skills of
locally owned businesses, in partnership with local
communities and local government.

Growing human capital
Tri-sector partnerships have enhanced the growth of
human capital in a range of focus projects in 
different clusters. As human capital represents an
individual’s knowledge, experience, and potential,
its advancement represents an opportunity for 
personal and community development.

In the Río Desaguadero area in Bolivia, a partner-
ship was established in response to the need to
compensate people in the area affected by an oil
spill. CARE-Bolivia agreed to work in partnership
with Transredes SA—the Bolivian oil and gas 
transportation company—to transform the act of
compensation into a process of sustainable commu-
nity development. A total of 122 community 
projects have been, or are being, implemented.
CARE worked closely with the company and the
local authorities to design and deliver technical
training to support all of these projects. This
included forty courses in participatory assessment

methodologies that have helped communities to
identify their development priorities. CARE also
helped communities to establish 109 administrative
committees that are responsible for the transparent
use of compensation funds.

The Partnership for Careers in Agriculture for Thai
Youth project offers a variety of alternative
approaches to agricultural career development and
creates self-employment opportunities for youths
during the difficult economic crisis. In the long
term, the project aims to enhance agricultural com-
munity development and the role of youths in a
national economic revival. It involves three sectors
working in partnership to implement activities
designed to fill the gaps and weaknesses that had
been identified in the traditional career develop-
ment programme. Forty-nine young people from
seven provinces in north and northeast Thailand
participated. Participating youths in two of those
provinces are now resource persons for the 
government’s Non-Formal Education Department, 
training other young people in agricultural careers.

Community participation 
The participatory and negotiation mechanisms used
in tri-sector partnerships have enabled communities
to become involved in the focus projects, thereby
making project activities more relevant to 
community development needs and the benefits
more sustainable.

Several of the water and sanitation projects incorpo-
rate the community directly in the entire project
cycle (from design to evaluations). In the BoTT
(Build, operate, Train, and Transfer) water and 
sanitation project in South Africa, for example,
community involvement is regarded as the key to
ownership and to cost recovery, and thus to 
sustainability. At the community level, stakeholder
involvement is typically via the Project Steering
Committee, which ultimately evolves into a water
committee that bears the primary responsibility for
operating and maintaining the system. This also
involves training of plumbers, operators, water
bailiffs, and revenue collection officers. In the
KwaZulu-Natal project in South Africa, communi-
ties have become involved in the monitoring and
evaluating of the project, determining their own
indicators of success.
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C A S E  S T U D Y :  G R O W I N G  H U M A N  C A P I T A L
The Partnership for Out of School Children and Youth
Development (POSCYD)
There is a tremendous need to provide opportunities to the large number of disadvantaged

and out-of-school youths in the Philippines. Therefore, the government of the Philippines

entered into a partnership with the Children and Youth Foundation of the Philippines, Ayala

Corporation, IYF, Cisco Systems, Inc., the Cisco Learning Institute, and the World Bank.

The POSCYD in the Philippines, through proponent organisations, provides competency-

building opportunities to out-of-school children and youths who have not finished high school.

They are assisted in going back to formal school for their basic education. Those who can-

not attend regular classes in basic education or have no access to schools may undertake

an alternative learning programme that is home-based. Those fifteen years of age or older

may undertake integrated technical education courses that are tied to industries for curricu-

lum development, apprenticeship, and eventual employment. One example of such a pro-

gramme is the Cisco Networking Academy Program, which consists of 280 hours of cur-

riculum designed to teach students to design, build, and maintain computer networks. A key

component of this initiative entails a ‘bridging programme’ to provide basic computer liter-

acy, maths, and English skills required for students who have dropped out of high school but

who, through the POSCYD, are planning to enrol in the Cisco Networking Academy

Program. Together with skills training, the students are also provided with the alternative

learning system in basic education to help them achieve high school equivalency and/or pre-

pare them for higher levels of technical courses.

Out-of-school children and youths are usually faced with special challenges in interpersonal

skills, self-esteem, mathematics, and science, which puts them in the category of special

learners. To address the situation, they are provided with life skills training and 

mentoring/tutoring and counselling services. To develop leadership, they are also encour-

aged to participate in classroom and school activities and/or act as mentors/tutors to those

who are having academic difficulties. Some of them are involved in outreach or community

programmes.

About 2,300 of these children and youths have graduated from basic (formal or alternative)

or integrated technical schools. An estimated 1,750 are still enrolled. The total enrolment

exceeds the project’s original target of 3,000 beneficiaries by more than 50 percent. Almost

17 percent, or about 800, of those who were assisted discontinued their education, mostly

as a result of extreme poverty. Few of them failed to meet school requirements. An evalua-

tion done in September showed that the employment rate of programme graduates of 

integrated technical education is 70 percent, which is high relative to the national average

of 44 percent.

In the road safety project in Bangalore, India, com-
munities have been mobilised to create ‘safe zones’
as a way of increasing the demand for safer roads.
In the WSC project in Dakar, Senegal, communi-
ties are heavily involved in planning, construction,
and maintenance, leading to strong ownership and
a more sustainable project outcome.

Environmental benefits

In BPD experience, tri-sector partnering has also
been convened to mitigate the negative social and
local environmental impact of projects more effec-
tively, particularly in the extractive industries.

Through its engagement with the Natural
Resources Cluster, Shell Petroleum Development
Company of Nigeria Ltd. (SPDC) has explored
ways in which a tri-sector partnership model—
between SPDC, government agencies, and civil
society organisations—might play a part in improv-
ing the quality of the social and health elements of
the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
process. A partnership approach to undertaking the
EIA studies of an oil and gas redevelopment is now
under way. Two tri-sector working groups are in the
early stages of being established, one to determine
the effects of the proposed development on ‘com-
munity issues’, the other on ‘local natural resources’.
The objective is to use the partnering ethos to begin
to transform the EIA process into a tool that deliv-
ers both the formal environmental permit for the
company and its informal social licence to operate.
In the Niger Delta, a general lack of trust between
communities and oil companies still runs deep.
From the community perspective, the EIA studies
are often the first point of contact between compa-
nies and communities following a decision by a
company to begin to develop a new oil or gas field.
Rather than the EIA becoming simply an act to
obtain environmental clearance from government
regulators, ‘partnering’ provides an opportunity to
adapt the EIA process to the task of developing new
working relationships and building trust. Once
developed, these relationships—new ‘social capi-
tal’—can be applied to increase the effectiveness 
of other, more adventurous, activities, such as 
community development programmes.

Increased awareness 

A key element of the partnership approach relates
to an increased awareness across all stakeholder

groups. If properly applied during the project, good
education and awareness strategies promote shared
knowledge amongst partners as well as externally
with wider stakeholder groups. Shared knowledge
forms the linchpin to innovation. Internal educa-
tion and awareness thus becomes the glue of the
partnership, because good communication between
partners makes for strong and mutually beneficial
partnerships. The learning process can also generate
a feel-good factor, which can lead to higher levels of
buy-in and enthusiasm among participants. BPD
experience has shown that influencing partners is as
important as influencing ‘beneficiaries’—yet this is
not often seen as an explicit objective of education
and awareness strategies.

In the Water and Sanitation Cluster’s KwaZulu-
Natal project in South Africa, strong governance
mechanisms within the partnership have bolstered
communication flows between partners. This has
served to educate the different partners while also
contributing to the awareness-raising process that
takes place between the community and the other
project implementers. The learning is thus circular,
influencing all that get involved.

GRSP’s experience shows that awareness has been
raised in the community by creating or strengthen-
ing the ties amongst organisations. For example, the
proposed road improvements under the Third
National Highways Project in India, funded by the
World Bank, are now linked to a village community
road safety project supported by the Institute of
Road Traffic Engineering (an NGO), in partnership
with Shell, Infosys, and others. In another instance,
an urban safety management proposal supported by
the UK governments’ Department for International
Development (DFID) will now comprise a GRSP
initiative on safe traffic zones, with stronger 
education and citizen involvement.

Increased social cohesion  

Social capital has been defined as the ability of 
people to work together for common purposes in
groups and organisations. Social capital influences a
community’s ability to benefit from revenue streams
and economic development and may contribute to
the success or failure of community development
initiatives. Tri-sector partnering may have a role to
play in increasing social capital, even in difficult
contexts.



14

In the water and sanitation project in Haiti, the
presumption of the partnership was that building
social infrastructure would serve broader purposes
than solely meeting the water needs of the commu-
nities; it would also improve social and political 
stability (and thereafter social and environmental
development). At its beginning, the social infra-
structure in the shantytowns was weak and frac-
tured. Violence was the primary mechanism for
resolving conflict, and social and political tensions
were overwhelming. The issue of water, however,
was one that everyone perceived as central to the
community’s development. The creation of the
water committees was nonetheless a complex
process, requiring intensive intervention and train-
ing. The original pilot encompassed projects in
fourteen communities. The success of this experi-
ence in building effective community institutions
able to resolve internal disputes without violence
and negotiate with ‘outside’ parties, and its 
expansion to twenty-one additional communities,
suggests enormous potential for the model to be
scaled up more widely in Port-au-Prince and 
further afield.

In the right 
context, tri-sector
partnerships appear
to produce better
results for each
partner than the
alternatives
Experience from BPD Cluster projects demon-
strates that better results appear to flow from 
tri-sector partnering:

• For business: As companies seek to fulfil their
social responsibilities, or learn how to address the
needs of the poor, they need access to a wider
range of skills. Partnership allows them to achieve
what would otherwise be impossible working in
isolation. There is evidence from some BPD proj-
ects that using a tri-sector partnership approach
delivered clear business benefits, alongside the
enhanced sustainability of development results.
One set of business benefits from partnering relat-
ed to companies’ social responsibility beyond legal
or contractual requirements (such as with the oil,
gas and mining companies’ community develop-

ment activities). A second set of business benefits
from partnering related to more successful provi-
sion of contractually required services (such as
with the water companies’ provision of water and
sanitation services to poor households within
urban concessions). Other business benefits look
likely to accrue beyond the three-year time frame
of the BPD initiative. 

• For civil society and civil society organisations:
BPD experience has demonstrated that partnering
with the corporate and public sectors can deliver
both social and environmental development and
organisational benefits. In the projects undertaken
to date, benefits in all of the following areas have
been identified: community development, people
empowerment, poverty eradication, infrastructure,
social and environmental objectives, income
restoration, employment opportunity, and com-
munity participation.

• For multilateral and bilateral organisations:
The World Bank Group and the UK Department
for International Development have been, respec-
tively, the most active multilateral and bilateral
institutions in the BPD programme. For these,
and other similar institutions, the overall objective
behind involvement in any project is to maximise
sustainable development benefit. Partnership pro-
vides an opportunity to establish a formal mecha-
nism for dialogue amongst sectors and to encour-
age collective action. In addition, partnership
encourages ownership of the development activi-
ties by the project stakeholder, rather than reliance
on the donor or development agency.

• For governments: Governments can use partner-
ship as a mechanism for both improving the effect
of its own activities and for promoting greater
accountabilities across the board. Developing
country governments have been involved in BPD
projects at national, regional, and local levels and
have demonstrated a number of key roles that
governments must play to enhance the value of 
private sector investment.

• For investors: The focus for investors is value-
driven. Do partnerships boost shareholder value
or the value of a project investment? As stakehold-
ers begin to look towards long-term value cre-
ation, tri-sector partnering should be seen as a
means by which companies can align their 
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profitability and strategic development with 
reputational and corporate social responsibility
related activities. And because BPD has shown
that partnering delivers value-creating benefits to
single projects as well as to key corporate func-
tions, there is also a potential impact on financial
performance. These twin benefits satisfy the 
interests of shareholders (including socially
responsible investors) and project-based investors.

GPYD project in Phillipines
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Partnership rhetoric is ubiquitous today and might
lead to the conclusion that this approach is now
considered best practice in all circumstances and at
all times. BPD has demonstrated that while tri-sec-
tor partnerships often yield better results for busi-
ness and communities than alternative approaches, a
partnering approach is not always the most appro-
priate. BPD attempted projects that either never got
off the ground, or began and fell apart. The main
challenges in this partnerships came from

• an inadequate understanding of what the other 
partners could offer;

• an unwillingness to modify or compromise; and

• ineffective attempts to institutionalise the partner-
ship within the participating organisations and
insufficient orientation of newcomers.

By analysing common features of those unsuccess-
ful attempts and shared partnering challenges, 
BPD has been able to identify the conditions where
partnering should not even be attempted.

Partnerships should
not be attempted
when: 
• An assessment of the partnering option shows

that the costs and the risks are too high compared
with the anticipated benefits. Organisations need
to take into consideration the additional transac-
tion costs related to exploring, building, and
maintaining partnerships. Risks include reputa-
tion risk, cost escalation risk, undelivered 
commitments, as well as potential collapse of the
partnership itself. When considering the benefits,
would-be partners should understand that, by
definition, the partnering process is a pooling of
resources, so significant potential exists for lever-
aging additional resources to the project.
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• There are no significant complementarities to be
gained from pooling competencies, skills, and
resources from other sectors, that is, where the
objectives or activities do not require skills from
another sector.

• The proposed partnership does not have 
institutional relevance to the organisation’s core
activities.

• There is a lack of ‘real’ buy-in at a senior level.
Lack of commitment by partners is likely to
result in the partners walking away during the
partnership-building process or abandoning the
partnership when it faces its first obstacles or dif-
ficulties.

• One of the partners is likely to require results too
fast, because of their organisational time frames.
This can reduce the amount of time available to
successfully build understanding amongst part-
ners and good governance structures within the
partnership.

• Significant pre-existing grievances exist between
potential partners that have not been resolved.
Some degree of suspicion may continue between
the partners if they are not used to working
together, but significant conflict must be resolved
before partnership exploration.

• The partners do not have the knowledge or the
capacity to react flexibly to changing political
realities and socio-economic contexts. In some
cases, a partnership will be possible in the context
of wider societal conflict. In other cases, conflict
has made partnerships unworkable, particularly
where ethnic and religious tensions exist amongst
the would-be partners.

• Alternative approaches have not been considered.

2SECT ION

Partnering is not a panacea What are the
preconditions of
partnership?
BPD’s focus projects have shown that partnership
success depends on a series of preconditions that
need to be developed if they do not already exist.
These are:

• Activities that, if delivered through tri-sector
partnerships, will produce added value for all
partners

• Activities that require sets of skills or resources
from across business, government, and civil 
society

• Evidence that alternative mechanisms would be
less effective than working through a tri-sector
partnership model

• Partners that understand that some modification
and compromise is necessary to create a sustain-
able partnership

• Potential partners with the capacity to negotiate

• At least one internal champion to drive the part-
nership-building process forward within each of
the organisations

• An existing operational or planning process into
which partnership building can integrate.

GRSP
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Promoting a rigid structure for tri-sector partner-
ships is inappropriate, because there are so many
different approaches to development that partner-
ship structures need to respond to. However, while
there may not be a single partnership model, 
recommendations can be derived from BPD’s
experience of the partnership-building process.

This section presents a combination of key lessons
on the partnership-building process, as well as
tools developed and tested in the BPD focus proj-
ects. These tools can help to maximise the effec-
tiveness of the relationships and secure the benefits
of pooling knowledge, resources, and skills.
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The partnering
process—an
overview
BPD experience confirms that the most effective
partnerships are those with a clear structure, where
the partners can collectively provide the skills and
resources needed at the partnership’s different
stages.

The partnering process can be split into four
stages. These stages are illustrated in the following
diagram, alongside the relevant skills sets and key
tasks required. Each stage is then discussed in more
detail in the following text7.

Putting partnering to work:
the process and the tools

The partnering
process—the role of
initiators, convenors,
and facilitators
Initiators, convenors, and facilitators all have
important roles to play in the development and
ongoing effectiveness of a partnership. As these
roles are important in the exploration, building,
and maintenance phases, understanding these roles
from the outset is a useful starting point when 
trying to understand the process of partnering.

These roles can be explained as follows:

• Partnership initiators are usually those with
business-interests close to the social programme
underpinning the project. The stereotypical view
of tri-sector partnerships is that they tend to be
business-initiated and business-led. However,
while business was often the initiator in BPD
focus projects, any party can perform this role,
and the fact that a company played the initiating
role has no necessary implications for subsequent
shared governance arrangements. Civil society
played an important role in a number of cases,
identifying corporate partners and initiating the
partnership.

• Partnership convenors/brokers help bring the
sectors together at the project level. They can
facilitate mutual understanding and the identifi-
cation of partners, and they can enable partners
to recognise each other’s roles and complementary
needs. Many of the potential partners have never
worked together before or are suspicious of the
other parties’ motivations, and, therefore, the
neutrality and convening power of the broker
often assisted in bringing the parties around the
table to discuss the possibility of partnership.9

• Partnership facilitators help to build consensus,
which is fundamental to the partnership-broker-
ing process. Their role can be performed by third
parties or by one of the partners. One of the 
partners is more likely to play this role when 
the respective partners have worked together 
previously in a partnership.

Some of the roles may be played by the same
organisation or individual.

3SECT ION

7After only three years of work, BPD has limited experience of the ‘partnership completion’ phase. Many BPD projects are still in the ‘partnership maintenance’ phase, but the
importance of the completion phase is nonetheless recognised by practitioners. One good example can be seen in the case study of the Las Cristinas Health Care partnership in
Venezuela, where the private sector withdrew as a result of cyclical economic factors, but was able to do so without suffering reputational or social cost liabilities. See
http://www.bpd-naturalresources.org 
8Adapted from the: Natural Resources Cluster, Working Paper No. 6, ‘Guidance Note for Getting Started’, http://www.bpd-naturalresources.org/media/pdf/working/work6.pdf

9In many focus projects, BPD staff or consultants played this convening role, as well as that of a partnership facilitator.

The Partnering Process at an Operational Project Level8

P H A S E S S K I L L  S E T S K E Y  TA S K

Partnership 
exploration

• Internal assessment
• Consultation

• Secure an internal ‘champion’ to drive the process of partnership through all the phases
• Conduct an internal assessment of the needs, interests, costs, risks, and benefits of partnership
• Consult with possible partners to identify the social or environmental ‘theme’ of the 

partnership and gauge the expectations and roles of potential partners
• Develop a negotiation strategy that allows flexibility in how to achieve the goals

Partnership 
maintenance • Management tools

• Measure the impact of the partnership
• Pursue ongoing communication amongst partners
• Evaluate the terms of the partnership in response to internal and 

external constraints or opportunities
• Assess whether each partner’s objectives are being achieved

Partnership 
building

• Consensus building
• Facilitation
• Action programme

• Build consensus amongst partners to develop mutual respect and agree on specific 
commitments, roles, and responsibilities guided by the mediation of a partner or third party

• Strengthen the capacity of partners to implement their commitments and roles

Partnership 
completion • Management tools

• Determine when a work plan is completed and decide on an exit strategy from the 
partnership

• Assess whether each partner’s objectives have been achieved
• Evaluate the partnership and the sustainability of its results

C A S E  S T U D Y :
Road Safety in Poland
The Warsaw office of the World Bank

has supported the development of the

GRSP programme in Poland in many

significant ways. In the initial phase,

the Bank provided important contacts in

government and within the business

community, which helped GRSP Poland

to establish a well-rounded group of

partners. Most significant, however,

has been the Bank’s assistance in set-

ting up a working secretariat for the

partnership in Poland. A consultant at

the Polish Ministry of Infrastructure,

working on a project financed by a

World Bank loan, acts as a part-time

secretary to the local GRSP partnership.

The role of the secretariat enables the

programme coordination to be ‘owned’

locally and allows for more responsive,

proactive partnership. In the middle

and long term, the local secretariat will

be a key factor in ensuring the vitality of

the GRSP approach to road safety in

Poland. Furthermore, World Bank trans-

port sector staff in Poland have learnt a

great deal from the partnership

approach practiced by GRSP. While

the majority of World Bank infrastruc-

ture loans in Poland are in advanced

stages (that is, they predate GRSP) and

do not explicitly advocate a ‘partner-

ship’ approach, transport sector staff

feel that such an approach will become

a feature of future World Bank lending

in Poland, and not only in the infra-

structure sector.
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Effective tri-sector partnerships 
are built on core complementary
competencies
The different participants need to understand what
these are, how they fit together, and what motivates
their fellow partners.

A key lesson from BPD is that the complementary
competencies of each partner should be the starting
point. Not all competencies will be used, only those
that add value to the partnership aims. BPD experi-
ence shows that in assessing the potential added
value that each partner brings, care should be taken
not to pigeonhole partners into traditional roles
based on preconceptions of their competencies. For
example, if government and civil society initially see
the private sector as a source of funding, its real core
competency could be overlooked (for example, having
extensive distribution networks in developing coun-
tries or contributions to infrastructure development).

Partners may overlook the fact that their NGO
partner may have strong managerial and technical
capacity as well as access to funding, or that govern-
ments may be able to access capital at preferential
rates. Care should be taken not only when assessing
potential partners’ strengths but also in relation to
one’s own organisation—for example, companies
themselves sometimes fail to identify their real core
competencies.

The Build, operate, Train, and Transfer (BoTT)
programme in South Africa, aimed at providing
water and sanitation services in poor communities,
was designed to draw on the core complementari-
ties of different organisations. A consortium was
formed that brought together firms involved in the
design, construction, operation, and maintenance
of water supply and sanitation systems. An NGO,
the Mvula Trust, was also engaged as a consortium
member to address the institutional and social
development elements of the projects. In some of
the other water and sanitation projects, however,
agreement over core competencies between the
partners was less clear, with, for example, some
competition as to which organisation (from the
public, private, or civil society sectors) was best
placed to conduct the community liaison function.

While partners may agree on a common purpose,
they are likely to have varied incentives. A key les-
son from BPD was that the articulation of each
partner’s incentives and expected benefits is vital.
This is important for the internal buy-in of the
partner organisation, but it is also meant to enable
partners to increase their mutual understanding of
their partners’ needs. For example, an NGO may
not only be interested in a sustainable development
goal but it may also need to respond to its own
constituency or members, which may mean that it
would face challenges engaging in a partnership.

Partnership Tools:  
Consultation Process

Having decided to adopt a partnership
approach, the next step is to identify possible
stakeholders and partners and engage in a
consultation process.

A targeted process of consultation should
aim to:

• Identify possible partners and begin dialogue

• Validate current assumptions with external
stakeholders

• Establish channels of communication with
suitable partners

• Explore possible roles and resource com-
mitments of prospective partners

• Agree on the process by which the partners
will come together and negotiate the terms
of the partnership.

Partnership Tools: 
Internal Assessment Process

Understanding your individual and institu-
tional incentives, negotiables, obstacles, and
assets (including reputations) is the primary
starting point for partnering. A common
error in partnership building is to launch into
discussions with potential partners before
fully understanding your own organisational
needs and interests.

An internal assessment should consider:

• Your organisation’s core competencies and
what it may have to offer to the partnership

• The core interests to be served by the 
partnership

• Integration of the partnering process into
ongoing programmes/projects

• Your organisation’s negotiating strategy in
advance of consulting with potential partners

• The anticipated costs, risks, and benefits of the
partnership.
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C A S E  S T U D Y :  T H E  I M P O R T A N C E  O F  T H E
L O C A L  C H A M P I O N
The Travel and Tourism Programme (AVT), Brazil
The programme began in Brazil in 1993 with a grant from the American Express Foundation that
established the Instituto de Academias Profissionalizantes (IAP), whose main goal is to improve the qual-
ity of Brazilian public education and which today is a federal entity. The IAP and American Express
developed the programme to replicate similar programmes funded by American Express in other coun-
tries. The AVT is a member of what is now known as the Global Travel and Tourism Partnership (GTTP),
an organisation comprised of travel and tourism education programmes in ten countries, founded by
American Express and now supported by companies operating worldwide in the travel and tourism
industry. Emphasising work and vocational training, and innovative in both content and methodology,
the AVT programmes provide teacher training and professional advancement and programme mate-
rials such as textbooks, teaching manuals, and kits that introduce secondary school students to the trav-
el and tourism industry at a time when they, their parents, and their teachers are considering career
options. Since its first programme in 1994, the AVT has expanded to forty schools reaching over 3,000
students in ten cities. Despite this expansion and a record of achievement, the programme has not
achieved its goal of true tri-sector partnerships at the national and local level, and its success to this
point is largely attributable to the commitment and energy of the head of the IAP, who has devoted her-
self to the programme. AVT has been supported since its inception by grants from the American Express
Foundation and in the past four years from allocations of the GTTP partners. Because of the determi-
nation and organisational skills of the director of the IAP, the demand for the programme continues to
grow dramatically.

Internal champions and
institutional buy-in are both
necessary
BPD experience shows that internal champions
within the partner organisations played a critical
role in all focus projects. Partnerships need champi-
ons to carry the cause and sell the idea and process
within their own organisations, amongst other part-
ners, and to wider stakeholders. However, because
individuals typically move at a different rate than

the institutions they represent, partnerships must
ensure that support is also present at the institu-
tional level. Unless this is the case, changes in per-
sonnel can destabilise the partnership. Planning for
succession should be a key part of the partnership
development process. Part of institutional 
buy-in is ensuring that senior management have
provided adequate resources (financial and human)
and that there is flexibility in their deployment.

P H A S E S S K I L L  S E T S K E Y  TA S K

Partnership 
exploration

• Internal assessment
• Consultation

• Secure an internal ‘champion’ to drive the process of 
partnership through all the phases

• Conduct an internal assessment of the needs, interests, 
costs, risks, and benefits of partnership

• Consult with possible partners to identify the social or 
environmental ‘theme’ of the partnership and gauge the 
expectations and roles of potential partners

• Develop a negotiation strategy that allows flexibility in 
how to achieve the goals

The partnering process—
partnership exploration
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Significant time needs to be
allocated to building mutual
respect and consensus
Time and effort must be dedicated to the building
of mutual respect amongst partners; otherwise
consensus will be difficult to build. A lack of time
and attention allocated to nurturing and maintain-
ing the relationships can be a clear indication of
troubles ahead. BPD experience showed that a bal-
ance should be reached between the need to pre-
pare and implement adequately and the need to
build a common vision and consensus amongst
the partners.

Consensus building amongst
partners is necessary to build
mutual respect
For partners that have not worked in partnership
or with each other previously, the building of
mutual respect will be a necessary first step. This
may be guided by the facilitation of a partner or a
third party. This stage of the process may take time
and may frustrate partners that seek to move faster
than other partners are willing or able to.

Partners need to share an
overarching project goal
Achieving this project goal may be the means by
which different partners will achieve their own
institutional objectives. Partners need to agree on
outputs and expected project outcomes.

Effective tri-sector partnerships
require negotiated, agreed, and
shared governance structures
Focus projects in the BPD programme have con-
sistently underlined the importance of agreements
that clearly set out the structure and operation of
partnerships amongst non-traditional partners. For
a partnership to function effectively, no partner
should be allowed to dominate. Negotiated and

The partnering process
—considerations for
partnership building

agreed governance structures, including decision-
making processes, are therefore critical. These con-
clusions are based on the experience of testing 
various models, ranging from trust-based informal
partnerships to formal partnerships built around
common memorandums of understanding
(MOUs) and work plans. While the less formal
approach did not prevent partnering from being
successful, some issues that arose during the project
were more difficult to resolve because no process
had been laid down for their resolution12.

Governance structures need to be
robust and dynamic
While formal governance structures should be
developed, including partnership agreements, expe-
rience demonstrates that these must be sufficiently
flexible to adapt to changes in context (such as
change in government, economic cycles), learning
processes, staffing, and degree of success. A partner-
ship’s success often depends on its evolution, for
example, in its membership and wider relation-
ships, and in some instances, even in its purpose.

Similarly MOUs, or equivalent documents, should
not restrict innovation; they should be rigorous,
but not rigid. Because the roles are evolving, the
text needs to accommodate agreed change, allowing
for experimentation (unlike a contractual approach
that typically hems parties in to preplanned activity
and does not allow for much flexibility). Although
some partnerships include contractual obligations,
the overall relationship among the organisations
can still be defined as a partnership provided they
engaged in the process of defining roles and
resource contributions voluntarily.

12Institutionalised partnerships have a greater ease in scaling up their activities or replicating to other areas.

P H A S E S S K I L L  S E T S K E Y  TA S K
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Partnerships are most successful
when they are relevant to key
business or key organisation
objectives
For all partners, the closer the activity is aligned to
the organisations’ key business or organisational
objectives, the more likely the partnership will be
successful. This was demonstrated across all BPD
partnerships. From a business perspective, a project
seen as purely philanthropic is unlikely to gain the
institutional buy-in and commitment necessary to
persevere during the ups and downs of the partner-
ship process. Likewise, for civil society, unless the
activity helps the organisation achieve its core pur-
pose, there is unlikely to be long-term support from
constituents or donors.

Partnerships are best when there
is a rigorous and transparent
selection process of partners
The ideal is for potential partners to choose each
other. If an organisation wishes to initiate a partner-
ship, it should develop a selection process to identi-
fy potential partners. Partnership units within mul-
tilateral and bilateral institutions may be a resource
for assisting in the identification of potential part-
ners. Where there is a wide range of potential part-
ners, selection processes need to be transparent.
Aspiring partners who are not selected could be
involved in a wider consultative stakeholder group.

One of the greatest challenges is the selection of
civil society organisations, often for a wide range of
context-specific reasons. In some cases, there may
be a plethora of potential NGO partners that have
capacity and are interested in becoming a partner.
In this instance, challenges may arise in partnering
with only one of the interested parties, and engage-
ment mechanisms may need to be developed to
enable other interested organisations to remain part
of a consultative process. This may be even more
difficult with community-based organisations,
where it can be difficult for an outsider to under-
stand who actually represents the community at
any given time. Ultimately, the aim is not to elevate
or disenfranchise those organisations and individu-
als that have the most influence in the community
but rather to maximise the perspectives and com-
munity engagement that are incorporated in deci-
sions and outcomes10.

For now however, it is more likely that potential
NGO partners will be scarce and that relationships
between the company and a NGO may be limited
to one of sponsorship. BPD partnering experience
demonstrates that communities have the opportu-
nity to participate in a meaningful way when their
capacity is built, and when there is a structure to
allow them to become partners in the process. 

10See section below on how to differentiate amongst stakeholders and partners.
11Adapted from NRC Sarshatali Case Study, please visit: http://www.bpd-naturalresources.org/html/focus_sarshat.html 

Partnership Tools: Possible Criteria for the Selection of NGO Partners11

• Credible in sustainable development practice
• A good track record as an organisation
• Good knowledge of professional organisations, individuals and network in the area, region, or country
• Good facilitation skills
• No ‘top down’ agenda (that is, a non-prescriptive approach to working with grassroots organisations)
• No political or religious agenda
• A legally registered organisation
• Vision and approach acceptable to other potential partners
• Knowledge of the area and its culture(s)
• Acceptability to government and the political administration
• Professionalism—planning, budget, manpower, accountability
• Capacity to mobilise and do their part of the work on time
• Openness to outside support

Partnership 
building

• Consensus building
• Facilitation
• Action programme

• Build consensus amongst partners to develop mutual respect 
and agree on specific commitments, roles, and responsibilities 
guided by the mediation of a partner or third party

• Strengthen the capacity of partners to implement their 
commitments and roles
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Unless capacity is built,
participants may not be able to
manage the complexity of
partnering.
Initially, relevant expertise and support may need
to be sourced externally to help build partnerships,
and organisations may have to be prepared to make
changes to the way they operate. Risks have to be
taken, but BPD partnerships have shown how these
can be managed. An important part of capacity
building will be to understand the different work
styles, cultures, and time frames of the other partners.

Each stakeholder group can clearly benefit from
capacity building tailored to suit its existing
strengths and weaknesses14. Some key capacities
that may need to be strengthened are:

• Understanding how partnerships can create a
strategic advantage;

• Defining sectoral objectives, recognising that the
partnership depends on each partner meeting its
own objectives. Recognising that each organisa-
tion has its own agenda, incentives, and internal
conflicts, can help in the development of a mutu-
ally supportive partnership environment;

• Developing a set of common objectives and a
common vision, which provides a focus for the
positive aspects of what may be achieved rather
than what cannot. Closely associated with this is
the need to understand the issues and demands
that are non-negotiable for each partner;

• Respecting other partners, developing some
understanding of their roles and characteristics,
and learning how their capacities can be put to
best use in the partnership;

• Listening to the concerns of the other partners as
well as their own obstacles and thinking laterally
about how these can be solved, rather than think-
ing in terms of how they can be dismissed;

• Envisaging a flexible and fluid partnership
arrangement and service delivery process that
adapts to contextual and partner change and
takes on revision and reorientation as necessary
while nevertheless achieving a high quality and
consistent standard of results; and

• Understanding that some modification and com-
promise may be necessary to create a sustainable
partnership, and that a partnership based on an
unequal footing is fundamentally unstable and
ultimately unsustainable.

Partnerships must deliver 
results that are timely, relative 
to the schedule of each partner
organisation
The time frames for different constituencies must
be understood and, as far as possible, accommo-
dated. This implies the need for modest milestones
and achievements that coincide with key partner
cycles. For example, the public sector will need to
show results in the time frame of its political
cycles, NGOs will need to meet donor and 
community requirements, and the private sector
will need to show progress against contractual
requirements or investor expectations.

‘Success’ for different partners, therefore, may not
only relate to the final deliverable, but also to
intermediate outcomes.

C A S E S T U D Y :
C A P A C I T Y  B U I L D I N G

Las Cristinas Gold Mining
Project, Venezuela—
Health-Care Partnership
In the early stages, there was much hes-
itation on the part of certain individuals
within the three sectors about working
together. At this early stage, input by a
BPD facilitator (both in orientating peo-
ple to the principles of consensus build-
ing and brokering a common vision,
decision-making rules, and so forth)
proved crucial to the parties’ efforts to
build clear commitments together,
despite their past relationships and prej-
udices. This was identified as one of the
key success factors of the partnership-
building stage. Because the training
took place immediately before the work-
shop, participants were better able to
negotiate and contribute, with some
even playing a facilitator’s role at times.
This created a sense of ownership of the
process as well as building acceptance
of the role of an impartial third-party
facilitator.

14See: ‘Flexibility by Design: Lessons from Multi-sector Partnerships in Water and Sanitation Projects’, K Caplan, S Heap, A Nicol, J Plummer, S Simpson and J Weiser, June 2001.

Not all stakeholders are partners 
A partnership may have many stakeholders, but
there is a clear distinction between stakeholders
and partners. Partners contribute resources to the
work of the partnership, its projects, and pro-
grammes, and they share in the risks as well as the
benefits; stakeholders however, are affected by the
project, but do not contribute to its work. While
partners hold decision-making power, they will
also need to be accountable to wider stakeholders.
Involvement of wider stakeholders in the partner-
ing process may be formalised through the use of a
wider consultative group. The diagram below illus-
trates the different degrees of involvement stake-
holders may have in the partnership project:

Agreed communication channels 
In several cases, the absence of clear communica-
tions between partners and between different 
partnership levels (international, national, local)
had negative consequences, ranging from lack of
information and misunderstandings, to the public
relations problem of who claims the successes (or
indeed responsibility for any failures) of the proj-
ect. An indicator of a successful partnership is
when all partners feel confident with any partner
being a spokesperson for the partnership.

Partnership Tools: What are the Key Elements of a Partnership Agreement?13

The following checklist sets out key elements that might be included in any partnering 
agreement:

• The objectives of the partnership (both shared and individual)

• Joint work plan encompassing activities, schedules and performance indicators, resource 
commitments, roles, and responsibilities

• Funding arrangements (if applicable)

• Decision-making principles

• A grievance mechanism to resolve differences

• Procedures for communication amongst partners

• Measures to strengthen the capacity of partners to implement their commitments

• Measures to mitigate external risks and threats to the partnership

• Strategies for dealing with staff turnover/succession

• A strategy for communicating to constituents and other interested parties

• Procedures for monitoring and measuring the impact of the partnership

• Exit strategies

13Adapted from: National Resources Cluster, Working Paper 6, ‘Guidance note for getting started’. http://www.bpd-naturalresources.org/html/pub_working.html
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Partnership 
maintenance • Management tools

• Measure the impact of the partnership
• Pursue ongoing communication amongst partners
• Evaluate the terms of the partnership in response to internal and 

external constraints or opportunities
• Assess whether each partner’s objectives are being achieved
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T O O L S
Terms of Reference: The terms of reference documents enable all potential partners
to undertake a systematic assessment of the risks to them and the opportunities
presented by working in partnership to address social issues. 

Work plans to guide the partnering process over a period of months

Terms of References prepared to find suitable partners

Methodology for building consensus amongst partners

Memorandums of understanding and joint work plans reached amongst partners

Training modules in the following skills: internal assessment consultation 
and communications, consensus-building facilitation, and management tools. 
The modules are tailored for the oil, gas, and mining sector.

Guidelines for Monitoring and Learning Lessons from Tri-sector Partnering: 
general checklists for recording progress and analysing the consequences of 
partnerships

Partnership Indicators: considerations for the creation of a set of indicators tailored
to specific partnership to measure the effectiveness of partnering

Training modules to build the participants’ ability to move a partnership from an
outline agreement to practical implementation. It covers tools for three types of
activities: work planning, impact/benefits monitoring, and adaptation to change

Methodology for Measuring the Impact of Tri-sector Partnering: a detailed
methodology for evaluating the effect of partnering on business, sustainable 
development, and governance in the extractive industries

Case Studies (detailing the process and outcomes of tri-sector partnering).

Practitioner Notes on: Emphasising education and awareness in partnership;
Improving cost recovery through partnership; Making innovation work through
partnerships in the water and sanitation sector; Analysing the interface between
regulatory frameworks and partnership; Perceptions of Partnership

Partnership
Exploration

Partnership
Building

Partnership
Maintenance

General

4SECT ION

Practical tools

maintain a partnership, developed by the Natural
Resources Cluster and the Water and Sanitation
Cluster16. 

16See: http://www.bpd-naturalresources.org/html/adfac.asp and http://www.bpdwaterandsanitation.org/english/practice.htm

P H A S E S S K I L L  S E T S K E Y  TA S K

the capacity-building and handover process carried
out by GRET had been so successful that the arrange-
ments for ongoing delivery, operation, and mainte-
nance were sustainable without their further involve-
ment. They had successfully worked themselves out of
the water project and have since moved on with a
similarly structured partnership for sanitation15.

It is important to measure the
impact of the partnership
Partnering should demonstrate value for each sec-
tor so monitoring and evaluation of partnerships is
a key element of partnership maintenance. Roles
and responsibilities between and among partners
for monitoring and evaluation should be well
defined and agreed up front. While many of the
projects did measure the impact of the partnership,
those that did not identified this as a key learning
point for partnership maintenance. The evaluation
should measure those indicators of success that are
important to each sector. The evaluation processes
used by the focus projects focused on business ben-
efits, sustainable development benefits, and benefits
for good governance.

The partnering process—
partnership maintenance

15For more information on the water and sanitation project in Haiti, please visit: 
http://www.bpd-waterandsanitation.org/english/prj_haiti.htm

To continue working together successfully, partners
should devote attention to partnership mainte-
nance. Maintaining a successful partnership
depends on:

• a full awareness of each participant’s roles and
responsibilities;

• clearly agreed work plans;

• transparent and effective interpartner and 
stakeholder communications;

• built-in flexibility; and

• systems that can measure outcomes and added value.

A partnership is a dynamic entity. BPD experience
has shown that even over a short time frame, roles,
responsibilities, and even partnering organisations
can all change in a partnership. These changes may
reflect those in the external environment, commu-
nity, funding streams, performance levels, and 
individual relationships. Structures and processes
must therefore be established to accommodate and
respond to change.

Partnerships are ‘flexible task
forces’—entrance and exit
strategies are important for
everyone involved
If partners can achieve more together than they can
apart, they might be expected to continue working
together until the project is completed. But BPD
showed that partnerships are far from permanent insti-
tutions—partners enter and leave as capacities, needs,
and strategies dictate. Early discussion and agreement
amongst partners on when, and how, individual and
collective involvement begins and ends is essential.

In Port-au-Prince, a project aimed at improvements
for the poor, GRET/Haiti who were the NGO part-
ner and the driving force of this public-NGO partner-
ship, facilitated the capacity building of water com-
mittees. The committees now play a central role in
decision making, hiring, and supervising operators;
organising the operation and maintenance; and
addressing community grievances. GRET/Haiti also
established methods for effective skills transfer to the
operator (in this case the public sector). At this stage,

A range of tools has been developed at the cluster
level through the BPD initiative. The table below
lists the key practical tools to explore, develop, and

Partnership Tools: Checklist to Evaluate Partnerships

• Actual benefits delivered through the partnership and
their sustainability

• Extent to which the partnership’s intended 
outcomes have been achieved

• Any unintended/unexpected/spin-off sustainable
development outcomes or business benefits

• Any negative consequences of the partnership for
communities, government, or business

• Overall, whether there is evidence that the partnership
has ‘added value’ in terms of its impact 

• Indication of the financial and nonfinancial costs and
benefits of the partnership

• Evidence of institutional change brought about in 
the business, government agencies, or civil society
organisations

• How the key lessons from the partnership are being
recorded, reflected upon, and disseminated within the
partnership (and with the respective constituents and
other parties).
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