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A Joint Evaluation of AfDB and IFAD Operations in
Agriculture and Rural Development in Africa

A Review of Partnership between AfDB and IFAD

Main Report
I. INTRODUCTION

1. In late 2006 the Boards of the African DevelopmBahk (AfDB) and the International Fund
for Agricultural Development (IFAD) approved a Joiavaluation (JE) on Agriculture and Rural
Development (ARD). The evaluation is expected seas the relative comparative advantage of both
organisations and also help promote a fuller opmrat partnership between IFAD (and its global
mandate) and the AfDB (and its regional mandate).

2.  The joint evaluation is divided into two phaseseTirst phase consists of four interrelated sub-
studies (context, past performance, business pesesnd partnerships) that will be combined and
summarized in an Interim Report. The second phalseonsist of country work and an analysis of
the design of recently approved country strategiesoperatioristhat will build on the findings of the
first phase and culminate in the Joint Final Report

3.  The present report constitutes the assessmenegiatinership performance of the AfDB and
IFAD and their key partners. It is informed by thiner various studies mentioned above and cross
references have been made to facilitate the readingat is a very large volume of analytical work.

4. The objective of the partnerships review is to ssdsow well IFAD and AfDB have been
partners with each other and with other key playeegriculture and rural development in the past i
Africa, and to provide recommendations on how teettep and maintain partnerships most effectively
in the future. The review is limited to partnershfprmed for or related to ARD in Africa.

A. Approach
5.  The review of partnerships has followed a three-sfgproach:

(i) the conduct of a benchmarking study to learn framadypractices related to partnership
that may be found in other development organizatiamd to provide a generic template
for the assessment of partnerships;

(i) assessment of the performance of the AfDB — IFA@trership using the above
template, including an examination of the determisa@f observed results; and

(i) identification of the principal additional partnesboth organizations in ARD in Africa
and review of the performance of these partnerships

6. The partnership review takes as its point of depara set of questions and hypotheses about
what makes for good partnership management draam fihe theory and case studies of the
benchmarking study. This provided lines of engtirydiscussions with key informants (see Annex 1)
in the respective headquarters of AfDB, IFAD onirtlexperience of partnership working in ARD in
Africa.

! With the aim mainly of discerning if AfDB and IFABre learning from past experiences.
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7. The review places partnership working within thelevi‘sea of activity’ of both agencies and
the operating environment of the Paris DeclarataonAid Effectiveness; which in itself provides a
common framework, a common cause and a set of dle@ectations and standards for partnership
working, including the key principle of Managingrf®evelopment Results (MfDR). Within this
operating environment agencies such as AfDB andIRAll be general development partners to the
national recipient government (the ‘partner countryand within this more specific partners to
different parts of government) and will work in hamy with other agencies (‘development partners’)
supporting common areas of the country’s developrsieategy.

B. Definitions

8. The term ‘partnership’ is generally used in a genery to describe many different forms of
association between one or more actors. This diyessa reflection of how development partnerships
operate in a multi-level and multi-sectoral govew® environment and are complex systems,
consisting of various interdependent actors whighadso part of other sub- or supra-systems which
influence their action. Patterns of partnershipying size and scope) provide the basis for variou
forms of categorisation. For instance, the BenckingrReview identifies 33 defining characteristics
set across 11 key variables

9. In our review work we have been guided by drawingistinction between; relationships,
alliances, networks and ‘strategic partnershigsaracterised as:

Relationships,based around a set of more limited, time sensitagsactions (e.g. funding transfer
from donor — recipient) with no shared accountgbftir outcomes;

Alliances, on shared issues/ goals; a common feature of ggeorking at the global, regional, sub-
regional and country level;

Networks, participation in a loosely controlled, system driva&rangement involving many actors
and multiple hubs of connectivity; and

Partnerships, between agencies which are strategic when thraugiinong task focus they aim to
achieve a significant increase in the ‘resultshifid to targets/ indicators within a strategic
framework) of an agency’s core business, or enalgartner or partners to break into a new area of
work. Such results may be pitched at the outputcasue or impact level, or at the corporate
(organisational) level in terms of improved capacit

10. The focus of the review is on distilling from thergral AfDB and IFAD historical experience
of partnership working, related to ARD in Africaprse observations on the effectiveness of
partnership working with development partners, udaig the AfDB-IFAD partnership. From this
analysis, the review will aim to draw out some dosons in the form of actions that may emerge
under the new partnership initiative between IFAIDEB and a set of key issues and related questions
to feed into the Joint Evaluation Interim reportiahe shaping of the JE Country Phase. The Country
Phase will provide the opportunity to explore ttatpering experience of IFAD and AfDB with the
partner country and with the different tiers of thecipient government system, national Non
Governmental organization (NGO) system or locaktatag agency.

11. The Benchmark Review of good practice (five caskepartnership for development ) and
theoretical approaches to partnership managemenided the basis for our identification of a
number of conditions which we were mindful of iraexning the partnership experience of AfDB and
IFAD and in particular in putting the spotlight tre collaboration between the two organisations.

12. The main findings from the benchmark study, ofvafee to this work, can be clustered around
four key points:

13. Goal and context are key.A partnership is not the end goal, but a mechartsndeliver
corporate, project and programme objectives — thas& be clear to all partners, and the aim should
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be for long term performance based partnershipgerathan short term project funding The
environments in within which these projects opegateinvariably complex and the various influences
on decisions at the project level create diffed@rhands on the partnerships. Partners and parimersh
projects are impacted by economic and politicaheyghese must be well understood.

14. Understanding partner incentives and conflicts, asndividuals and as institutions. For each
partner, understanding its own individual and tositbnal incentives, negotiables, obstacles, and
assets (including reputations) is the primary stgrpoint for partnering. That includes understagdi
that the nature of the individuals that come to thble is critical to the effectiveness of the
partnership. Partnership projects need champiomsuty the purpose and sell the idea and process.
However, to ensure sustainability, partnershipgirteenove carefully and systematically beyond the
individuals and into institutions. As individuallssa move on, mechanisms need to be put in place to
ensure smooth transition. Induction programmegjuieat and structured reviews, rotating chairs and
other mechanisms will enable broader ownership.

15. Building on existing assets with sufficient flexidity to adapt to change when needed.
Understand what is available on the ground, enhémeeapacities of existing resources, determine
the best way to fill the gaps, and then expect disathe partnership matures and capacity develops,
roles may shift and the partnership may need tmbdified. This requires flexibility as changes in
staffing and representation and other influencdisfarice change within partnership projects. Inard

to accommodate change, institutions need to builthe capacity for partnering, i.e., the capaaity t
recognise the vital contribution of each stakehgltlee capacity to understand the constraints pestn
face, the capacity to compromise and negotiatdyfagtc. Effective partnering not only requires a
workable interface between representatives andngiions sitting at the table but it requires that
each of the partners develops effective commumioatthannels within their own individual
organisations.

16. Understanding time frames and time requirementsideally a partnership process will allow
the different stakeholder groups to strive for nxtdmilestones that coincide with their individual
cycles. This will occur not without negotiation amditual understanding. Too often the pressure is on
to produce the results, even though partners hatvbeen given or made the time to get to know each
other. Investing time at the beginning will savedi and money in the long term as each partner
becomes more familiar with how other partners nad@sions, invest resources and take action.

Hypotheses — what makes for a good partnership?

17. Context is key. Partnerships are effective where they are devdlope the basis of an
understanding on what is available on the grouniderev they enhance the capacities of existing
resources, determine the best ways to fill gapd,aaa open to change of roles and modifications to
the partnership as the partnership matures ancitapavelops.

18. Understand partner incentives and conflicts.For each partner, understanding one’s own
individual and institutional incentives, negotialpleints, obstacles and assets (including reputgjtion
proves the primary starting point for partnering.

19. Differentiate between individuals and institutions.Partnerships need to move carefully and
systematically beyond the individuals and into itn§bns where partnerships are to be sustained.
Each partner needs to develop effective commumicatthannels within their own individual
organisations.

20. Actively manage assumptions and expectation®eveloping early clarity on the model of
partnership, and in doing so recognising the daitiges and incentives to partner. The fact that a
partnership agreement exists does not mean thaidelnof partnership has been considered at the
outset.

21. Focus on resultsPartners (jointly) recognising and determiningarete milestones and targets
as a means to deliver on partnership objectivesifyihg with each other the quantity and qualify o
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outcomes expected and recognising where interesigecge to the degree anticipated. Decision
makers in the partnership arrangements tappingatithinformation about processes and results from
the operators that are close to where the resuésge.

22. Reconcile private (single partner) interests with ollective interests.Unless the particular
problem is of sufficient urgency to all partners,is likely that individual missions will outplay
collaborative missions. Reconciling private intésesith collective interests becomes possible only
when partners begin to understand the problenrinst®f the high stakes of not engaging in a shared
solution.

23. Forge partnerships on basis of complementary contoution. The premise of complementary
partnerships is that organisations should sticwhat is most integral to their operations (theireco
business), contribute what they do best (their geympetencies) to the partnership, and determine
which of these core competencies appropriately adide to what each of the participating
organisations are contributing (complementary dbution).

24. Recognise time and energy as critical resource$he most costly resources of collaboration
are not money but the time and energy requiredhégiotiating with collaboration partners across the
five dimensions of collaborative actfomeither of which can be induced.

25. Apply concrete measures. Working in partnership requires concrete measufes
accountability: clarification of roles and respdnildies, continuous exchange of information,
clarification of expectations and a list of possibanctions.

2 Five dimensions: Governing, administering, payattgntion to the tension between self interest and

collective interests, forging mutually beneficialationships and building reciprocal and trustielgtionships.
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II. OPERATIONS

26. IFAD and the AfDB are both important players in ARDAfrica. They have been grappling
with the challenges of agricultural and rural depahent since 1968 (AfDB) and 1978 (IFAD) and
have provided the continent with a combined cunwatotal of more than $10 billion in loans and
grants for ARB This sum increases to about $17 billion when icarfcing and borrower
contributions are included. Both institutions haetnerships with regional institutions in Africa
such as New Partnership for Africa’s DevelopmenEPXD), the West African Development Bank
(BOAD) and the Belgian Survival Fund (BSF), in attii to a joint partnership agreement between
them. They administer region specific grant progrees and participate in international initiatives
such as the Special Programme of Assistance facaifryet, by common consent results have been
less than hoped for and both share a commitmenathieve a substantive increase in development
effectiveness.

A. Differences and Similarities between IFAD and fDB

27. The current ARD policy in the AfDB and the regiorsitategies for Africa in IFAD were
developed during the past decade to meet and awershortcomings in earlier policy and strategic
frameworks. Thus in the AfDB a new and comprehenpilicy for agriculture and rural development
was crafted during 1998 and 19%fhd in IFAD the long-standing corporate strategigsnning 1998
to 2010 were supplemented and regionalised in 20612002 by three sub-continental strategies.

28. Both organisations use an almost identical arrapgifuments (similar in most respects to other
International Financial Institutions (IFI)’s) in mwit of their objectives. The predominant insteurn

is the investment project, even though more regagréater attention is being devoted to non-lending
activities such as policy dialogue. In IFAD invesimh projects in Africa comprise more than 40% of
its ongoing portfolio in all regions globally. Naally, accountability for the management of such
substantial resources is a matter of consideratsitutional importance. Similarly, in the AfDB
agriculture and rural development operations curistiabout one third of the ongoing project
portfolio that has been guided by a policy andtegy defined in the late 1990’s and the relevamck a
effectiveness of which has declined, accordinghto Meta evaluation conducted in connection with
the joint evaluation.

29. In the last few years both institutions have soughtuse results based country strategies
(programmes) to guide their work. These countrgtsgies reflect a shift in approach, consistetit wi
the guiding international framework for developmessistance, the Paris Declaration. This makes
the country the principal unit of account so thatwrdry portfolios of loans and grants are desigioed
be well aligned with country Poverty Reduction &gy Papers (PRSP)s, mutually supportive and
complemented by policy advice and policy dialogldwe whole is expected to capture synergies that
render the results greater than the sum of theichaal parts.

30. Both IFAD and the AfDB have undertaken extensivaleations both at corporate level of the
institutions and of their operations in Africa. @orate level differences and similarities shape the

¥ The two organizations have funded roughly equahimers of projects (168 for IFAD, 175 for AfDB)
during the past ten years, although, IFAD has pledimore agriculture and rural development (ARDdfng

in Africa than the AfDB since they both started twor

4 In 1988, the international donor community formegartnership under the chairmanship of the World
Bank to coordinate external support for programeefdrm undertaken by low-income debt-distressathtizes

in Africa. All of the major official donors workingn Africa, bilateral and multilateral, participateThe aim of
this partnership-- the Special Program of Assigtafioc Africa (SPA) — was twofold i) to ensure tletequate
balance of payments finance was available for mfprograms; and ii) to provide a forum for imprayithe
effectiveness and efficiency of donor assistanagmams. The SPA ended in the mid nineties as tiRCH
initiative gathered pace.

> Agriculture and Rural Development Sector: Banlo@r Policy, OCOD, African Development Bank,
January 2000, Abidjan.

®  Regional Strategy Papers Near East and NorticéfiEastern and Southern Africa, and Western and
Central Africa, IFAD, 2002.
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possibilities and constraints to effective partngriTherefore, evaluative evidence has been gathere
to assess this dimension in some depth, leadititetiollowing observations:

31. In terms of “raison d'etre” both are IFls, with sian governance structures and need to find
(and sometimes defend) a place in a global aiditeatbre that is continuously changing and
becoming increasingly competitive;

32. Both recognize at the highest political level tttegse changes mean a need for organizational
flexibility and ability to partner to ensure conigd relevance and demonstrate effectiveness, a sine
qua non for continued support from shareholders;

33. Effectiveness being an organizational imperativethbhave initiated extensive corporate
reforms to improve effectiveness, including openafgcountry offices to strengthen development
effectiveness on the ground;

34. Results focus is part of the effectiveness agendabath institutions have made great strides to
build a new results culture, and strengthened Bystnd capacity to measure and document results;

35. ‘Partnerships’ are acknowledged as being importautthave tended to be ad hopportunistic
relationships and now both institutions want tarim@e strategic and results oriented;

36. While investment projects remain the key operathadality for both, both agencies also face
expectations on other fronts: IFAD on its abilityr innovation and reaching rural poor people who
live often in remote geographic areas, AfDB ondhabition to be a voice for Africa and “a partner of

choice”®

37. Key differences are highlighted in the other redegudies but include:

» Substantive scope: IFAD is a sector-specializedwimgtion, ardently defending its niche,
whereas AfDB is a multi-sector broad developmegtnaization trying to narrow its scope;

* Geographical scope: IFAD operates in five regispanning over 100 countries, AfDB in
the 54 African countries;

* Size: IFAD is relatively small, with about 200 pestional staff, AfDB has 700
professionals; and

* Volume of activity: in 2007 IFAD’s lending volumeas about $600 million for some 35
projects; the AfDB’s about $4 billion a year thréumore than 120 projeéts

38. The report on business processes and the metaagwalsays about this latter point: “When
comparing the operations of the two organizatioegoted to agriculture and rural development in
Africa, however, the differences are much smalier2006, IFAD provided total financing to the

Africa region of $208.3 million (through progrants 13 countries, including loans and grants) while
the AfDB provided $274.3 million (through 9 loansida22 grants) to agriculture and rural

development. In other words, their lending volume #ghe number of countries with operations in a
given year are quite similar, with IFAD having &hltly larger number of operations, but of a snalle

size™®

39. While differences and commonalities in their cutreperations and inherent in ongoing reform
processes do shape the possibilities and constréinteffective partnering, it is also clear that
partnering is essential for both organizationsftectively fulfil their mandates and meet expeciat

" ‘A mixed bag of partners’ was a common way resfemts described the portfolio.

8 Annual report 2006; ” The Bank can, and shoplay a greater and more visible role in deliveniegults in
Africa in order to become the premier voice on édn development, a trusted and respected partreroide
for RMCs.”

®  Business Processes report 2008: “This suggesisden of magnitude of AfDB of about four timesttha
of IFAD (which inevitably implies major differencés organizational structure and business procgsses

19 Business process review report.
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of their shareholders.

as a ‘private sector industry’.

Operations — similarities and differences

IFAD and AfDB are both IFIs of a similar size anoivgrnance structure significant for
ARD in SSA, but occupy different positions in aiglitecture.

Both are focussed on the Paris Declaration Agenda.

Both recognise the need for organisational fleitibdnd the need for partnerships to
demonstrate effectiveness and have both initiabgglocate reforms to improve
effectiveness.

Both are aiming to develop more strategic partripssh

Neither agency has engaged significantly with ttregpe sector.

IFAD is sector specialised working worldwide — AfDdmulti-sectoral focussed on Africa.
With 200 professionals IFAD is smaller than AfDB07professionals, even though it is to
be recognised that no more than about 100 AfDB starfk on agriculture operations.

Therefore, ongoing and m&stnerships must have a large element of
flexibility to ensure continued relevance and difgmess in a continuously evolving context. One
dynamic of this is how IFAD is actively looking bmoaden its engagement with national governments
(away from the classical loan project) to embradkvarsity of approaches in response to agriculture



[ll. PARTNERSHIPS

40. The following section examines first the corporatieers for partnering and then the respective
partnership landscape for ARD in Africa; both imte of the partnership between the two institutions
and the partnerships that each institution has ettler development partners. Needless to say, there
a great deal of commonalities in the way the twalintions partner with each other and with other
partners. Weight has been put on the former, viighdther types of partnerships dealt with in less
depth.

A. Corporate Drivers for Partnership

41. For both institutions, there is no fulfilling of élr respective mandates, without partners and
effective partnerships. In IFAD, three key drivewgartnering can be clearly identified: i) an itlign
change mid 90s and a subsequent recognition ti#dd Bannot fulfil its mandate alone: ii) stronger
country focus, partly an outcome of the new inteamal aid agenda, and iii) new players including
the private sector in Africa. For AfDB, two aspetiave had a major impact: i) the Paris Declaration
which brought with it new modalities, a renewed oy focus at one level, and a push for a narrower
corporate focus at another, leading to more selgctand i) the move towards a “knowledge bank”
meaning a need for real knowledge management (whkieth present however somewhat un-linked
from operations), economic and sector work, anéedrto know where to find specialized skills not
available in AfDB. A transitory driver is the neamldraw on other organizations’ staff due to ehhig
vacancy rate; this is however more of a structaatiler than a strategic driver.

42. A “partnership” is a term used liberally within banstitutions. The Annual report for the AfDB
always includes a chapter on partnership. In 2006tated that “Partnership activities played a
fundamental role in the successful implementatiothe Bank Group’s work program”. In the Annual
report 2007 it stated that: “The main objectivetlidse strategic partnerships is to mobilize financi
resources, share knowledge and information, and eghnical skills in the Resource Monitoring and
Control (RMC)s.”

43. In practical terms for the Bank this means co-foiag operations, bilateral technical
cooperation, and multilateral technical cooperatidme 2007 report also stresses that “all partmgssh
endorse the principles of the Paris Declaration,séeking harmonization of procedures and
instruments, collaboration based on comparativeaidges, and results management for maximum
impact on poverty reduction.” Hence, there isrargg link between the partnership concept and the
new international aid effectiveness agenda asekpmessed through the Paris Declaration, inter ali
This is examined in more detail in a subsequertaec

44. The text on IFAD’s homepage underlines outreachrasdurce mobilization as key reasons to
engage in partnerships: “to accomplish its fundaaiegoals of rural poverty eradication, ensuring
food security and helping prevent famines and wathview to mobilizing resources for the
implementation of the Fund’s mandate, IFAD has neiflarts to consolidate existing and create new
partnerships and to broaden its outreach.

45. The Fund maintains strategic partnerships with mbrar of Bilateral Donors, in particular with

the major Organization for Economic Co-operatiod B®velopment (OECD) countries. Key aspects
of these strategic partnerships are contributian§~AD core resources, the supplementary funds,
[and] co-financing of IFAD projects”. Hence it pezds a predominant view of partnerships as a
financial rather than a substantive measure. A nmur@nced view is to be found in the strategic
Framework for IFAD updated and developed furtherttie partnership framework for the" 8

replenishment period. Here a number of “Principdéngagement” are outlined and one of those
relates directly to partnerships: “We work systaoadly with partners to solve problems and deliver
results. Our key partners are developing countryeguments, poor rural people and their
organizations, non-governmental organizations &edptrivate sector. We also work with partners in
the international development community, combinthg best available skills and knowledge to
develop new and innovative solutions to rural por&rThus, innovation for IFAD is also an

important driver, as exemplified by the fact thiatves the theme of the Twenty-Ninth Session of



IFAD’s Governing Council. In 2006 and in 2004 theaBd approved an operational framework for
mainstreaming innovation.

46. The key purposes for partnering in the two indtiug, as expressed in various strategic
documents and through interviews, include:

» Catalyze policy and resources;

* Mobilize and leverage resources;

* Replicate and scale up pilots and innovative models

* OQOutreach and reaching target populations;

* Complement and underpin own work for wider impact;
* Knowledge sharing; and

» Better coordination for higher effectiveness.

47. In practical terms, both organizations tend tosstrihe co-financing aspects, but also mention
bilateral and multilateral technical cooperation.

48. Often partnerships are formalized through a Menduwemn of Understanding (MOU) or a
Cooperation Agreement; increasingly results focudeduments spelling out purpose, expected
outputs and with a responsibility matrix to enabéeking of results and a clarification of roles.

49. Notwithstanding the above, it is striking that nasfethe organizations have an overarching
Board approved policy or strategy on Partnéfingr guidance to staff on how to select, develop,
formalize and measure partnershipsgiven the strategic importance apparently attdche
partnershipS. One explanation might be that the need for pairig may have i) evolved out of a
political agenda rather than emerged out of a salcbmperative and ii) is so closely linked to what
have been evolving business models in both institatthat it would have been premature to develop
such policies or strategies; something the preseadtiation should help to do.

50. Having said that, IFAD has developed recently (0eto2008) a paper on partnerships,
Collaboration and Partnerships for Increased Impacrtd Effectivenesslhe paper articulates the
importance of partnerships for IFAD and proposeg &etions for the way forward. The paper
concludes by saying that the Fund plans to develofpamework to provide clearer definition,
objectives, criteria and indicators for IFAD parsteps. In fact, the "8replenishment report (finally
adopted by the Governing Council in February 200®&Jerlines the importance of partnerships for
IFAD’s organisational effectiveness, and that dgrthe &' replenishment period (2010-12), IFAD
will take a more systematic and strategic apprddctpartnerships.

B. The Partnership between AfDB and IFAD

51. IFAD and AfDB have a 30 year long relationship, ahat has evolved with the rhythm of the
international development agenda, and which isgabie continue along the track laid out in the “new
paradigm for development” as embodied in the Miliem Development Goals (MDG)s and the Paris
Declaration. Key notions, such as country focugsibn of labour, selectivity, new modalities, and
effectiveness guide the institutions and also lomathe shape and content of this partnership.nt ca
also be seen from the review of documents andvietes that it has moved from being primarily
poised at operational level to now comprising tbgporate and political level — this evaluation lgein

the best example of this new trend.

52. Since the first agreement between AfDB and IFAD wigmed in 1978, 31 projects have been
co-financed to a total volume of over 1 billionen of these are projects still ongoing. These 11

11
12

IFAD has a private sector and partnership styatiegt this focuses more on the private sector

‘We have a number of (so termed) strategic pastips but haven't put sufficient effort to nurtuaefew
partnerships’.... ‘there remains a diverse view witlthe organisation on what constitutes a ‘strategic
partnership’.

13 ‘partnership is a high priority but is not wedlsourced’

9



projects are in mainly fairly traditional projectst yet influenced by the winds of chalfgeTables 1
and 2 (see below) provide an insight into the scam relative scale of the co-financing partnership
between IFAD and AfDB in comparison with the parsigps that IFAD has had with other
institutions. The figures indicate:

e ashiftin recent years away from agriculture byfinanciers;

» the dominance of IFAD initiated and co-finance agement within co-finance projects;

» amarked decline in the role of AfDB as a cooparainstitution (i.e. with responsibility for
supervision) in co-financed projects with IFAD; and

* ageneral decline or static position regardingradhip activity in recent years despite the
strong sentiments of an increasing desire amorgy&ldpment partners to partner with each
other.

Table 1. Experience of AfDB — IFAD partnering through investment projects

Period ‘Partner’ role of AfDB | Level of activity (AfDB / AfDF)
1978 — 2007 Co-financing institution | 36 projects - $410m

Within these co
financed projects AfDE
has also taken the rol
of;

Initiator institution 3 projects

Cooperating institution | 25 projects

1998 — 2007 Co-financing institution | 14 projects - $241m

Within these co
financed projects AfDEH
has also taken the rol
of;

Initiator institution 1 project

Cooperating institution | 2 projects

4 One notable exception is the collaboration benw&EDB and IFAD on the Ghana Northern Region Rural

Programme where the AfDB were able to come in am llhck on an IFAD design to add a substantive
infrastructure component to a pro-poor initiatifdiis example is seen as reflecting a gradual iifteason in
recent years of the relationship between AfDB dmiD in that region.
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Table 2. Overview of IFAD’s experience of partneriig on co-financed projects with AfDB and
with others™; general trends illustrated in reference to thregperiods of new project approvals
(1978 — 1993, 1994 — 2001, 2002 - 2007)

Development Number of new co-financed projectg General trend in partnership

Partner approved by IFAD (in Africa) / $m (IFAD) | activity (2002 - 2007 in
commitment comparison with earlier periods)
1978 - 1993 | 1994 - 2001 | 2002 - 2007

BSF 3" $14m 13/$38m 10/$45m | No change

AfDB/ AfDF 29/ $330m 7/ $80m Fall

BOAD 5/ $24m 10/ $27m 6/ $25m No change

OPEC Fund 15/ $47m 9/%$74m 6/ $49m Fall

GEF - 2/ $26m 5/ $23m No change

WB/IDA 30/ $1364m | 14/ $405m 4/ $91m Significant fall

WFP 13/ $21m 4/ $7m 1/ $2m Fall

Arab Fund for| 2/ $66m 1/ $19 - Fall

Economic and

Social

Development

Overall assessmer 68/ $1536m | 82 / $926m 39/ $315m | Fall

C. From cooperation agreement to results orientegartnership

53. The first cooperation agreement between AfDB anBlDFwas signed in 1978 by the then
presidents A. M. Al-Sudeary and K.D. Fordwor. Tleeand agreement was signed in 2008. Both
agreements are products of their time, with an esighthat is consistent with development trends at
the time of signature; in 1978 focus was on openaiti project-cycle related activities, whereas with
new modalities, a broader type of agreement isetkdd 1978 the agreement was activity focused; in
2008 the shift to results and outcome focus isrclEnl1978 it did not have clear priority areas of
cooperation, in 2008 it has a broad list of priogéctors and themes (see table below).

54. The key differences and similarities between the &agreements are highlighted below:

> The Table covers over 95% of the partnering #gtiof IFAD associated with investment projects idgr

the period from the Fund becoming active in1978.
6 partnership with BSF active from 1984
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Cooperation Agreement 1978

MOU 2008

Goal Promote the common objective | Promote the common goal to reduce rural
the Fund and the Bank | poverty and hunger, enhance capacities of the
countries of common membersh rural poor, promote rural business linkages,

and support good governance

Objective The Fund is desirous of utilisin To join efforts and resources of bagth
the services of the Bank f¢ institutions towards enhancing aid
carrying out part of ity effectiveness [...] as highlighted in the Paris
identification, preparation an declaration: twin aims of enhancing
appraisal work and for th effectiveness and efficiency of their combined
purposes of loan administration | development assistance to foster greater

ownership by client countries

Modalities Identification and preparation ¢ a) Exclusive financing by IFAD with the
projects bank providing services as project
Bank services for Projects to | administrator
Financed by the Fund (apprais| b) Joint financing
loan negotiations, loa| c) Arrangements for joint projects appraisal.,
administration, co-financing loan negotiations, approval and administratjon
review and monitoring by th
Fund, Post evaluation)

Themes Co-financing of development activities

Private sector promotion and micro-finance
Capacity building

Poverty reduction strategies

Good governance

Joint intervention in post-conflict and fragile
states

Staff exchange programmes

Joint project cycle activities

Cross-cutting issues such as HIV/AIDS,
energy and environment, and gender
information exchange

Other sectors of partnership as may be agreed
upon

Sectors Agriculture and Rural development

Private sector development and micro-finan
Rural infrastructure
Small-scale community energy facilities

Implementation

Assistance by way of field wor|
or office work

Joint missions

Dialogue

Organize knowledge events
Collaborate in training
Provide bi-annual reports
Create technical networks

ce

Reporting From time to time Meet at least twice a year
Costs The Fund shall reimburse th Shall be borne by one or both parties|in
Bank for the additional costs ¢ accordance with agreements to be reached by

the services performed by tf
Bank on behalf of Fund

the parties in advance of the implementation

of the activities concerned
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55. The process of developing the new partnership wdsted in 2006, through a round of
consultations, assessment of past experience, rigfleiction on comparative advantage and a good
deal of strategic thinking on both sides.

56. The key issues that were identified as having hiedi@a smooth cooperation in the past included
differences in management culture, operational hitggla procedures and approaches to project
design and implementation, and weak consultaticsh @ordination. IFAD had clearly expressed
dissatisfaction with the Bank’s supervision, loaiministration and monitoring and evaluation and
had gradually over the period moved to differentlaiibies for supervision.

57. These issues are being addressed through the refidvusiness processes on both sides,
through much enhanced information sharing and comication, including a workshop for key staff
in Tunis in mid-may 2008, and not least through leaty expressed commitment from top
management that this partnership is important.

58. A number of targets have been set for the partigeistluding a number of joint/linked CSPs, a
joint pipeline of projects with co-financing, antaps for IFAD staff to go into AfDB offices.

D. Capacity

59. Historically, IFAD has had a liaison officer placed AfDB HQ which has greatly facilitated
communication according to interviews. Howeversthirangement ended in 2004 and since then,
relations have been managed by different stafhenttvo organizations, in IFAD a dedicated person,
in AfDB various staff in the agriculture department

60. Capacity for partnering is perceived as havingesefl from lack of familiarity with procedures
and trust among staff. The retreat (May 2008) betw€PM level (IFAD) and Task Managers and
Directorate Agriculture and Agri-business (AfDB) svthe start of a process to address this; taking
stock of the problems (of partnering together) ammpping with a 2-3 year horizon on what each
organisation is planning to do and where they aafirance and where the two strategic frameworks
align/ are complementary (AfDB hardware/ IFAD sadte model). It also served to develop common
views, and spark increased sharing and learningh@matic policy areas such as food prices, climate
change and land issues.

E. Performance of the AfDB — IFAD partnership

61. Given the 1978 cooperation agreement’s focus onkisyoareas: co-financing and supervision
on the one hand, and the lack of any pre-definédoote or performance targets and indicators on the
other, one may conclude that with the level of ioadficing achieved (particularly during the 1990’s)
this aspect of the partnership has been satisfadttowever, there is no doubt that with respect to
supervision, performance has been inadequate dnw la questioning of the whole agreement. This
was also confirmed by the two corporate level eatidins on supervision done by OE between 2003
and 2005.

62. There is a general acknowledgement in the Bankthigasupervision of its projects in general is

poor and measures are now being taken to impraveithcess as well as the format of supervision
reports, the periodicity and the systems, to enadmlow-up. However, IFAD has meanwhile opted

for undertaking its own supervision and is curnediveloping its capacity for the purpose.

63. The narrow scope and limited intensity to date €ancrete terms - of the partnership between
the AfDB and IFAD coupled with the relatively retemmergence of the initiative to re-set the
relationship limits the extent to which a usefudessment of the performance of the partnershipgusi
an adaptation of the Benchmark Review template, loanmade. Table 3 below provides our
judgement based on a May 2008 snapshot. It usegptessubjective rating scale (Strong, Fair, Weak)
of the strength of the partnership based on evelegathered through our discussions with key
informants and by reviewing secondary informatifilst in total our assessment amounts to a poor
or low key performance to date of the ‘AfDB — IFAfartnership’ it does illustrate that some of the
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seeds for a prospective effective partnership lweesn and continue to be sown. The starting position
of a low base does however suggest that consideramstment of time and effort will be required to
realise the benefits of a strategic partnershis Breinforced by the fact that the envisagecesyies
arising through a complementary relationship inrpaing will require a more subtle and interactive
approach than the earlier relationship which fodusm the co-financing and supervision of

investment projects.

Table 3. The Performance of the AfDB-IFAD partnerslip.

Parameters for assessment: Core dimension of collafative arrangements and
principles of good partnership management

(Source: adapted from Generic Partnership Evalnaf@emplate, Benchmark Study al
Evaluation Template: Final Report, May 2008)

Overall account of experience
of AfDB — IFAD collaborative
working (1978 — 2008)

Partnership structure and governance How has the partnership organised itself and taétecisions on its work?

Organisational set up: evidence of complementarity of partners, cleaisibw of roles
and functions, administrative structure for cooatiion, harmonised procedures?

Weak (now being actively
examined)

Partnership strategy: evidence of a focus on concrete results and akgnrof activities
to outcomes, regular performance reviews, alignmeith recipient governments
priorities, partners perceive benefits arising @iging costs?

Weak (current dialogue has
stronger orientation on results

Partnership governance:evidence of clarity of responsibilities and rubdngagemen
within the partnerships including dispute settlemeaccountability mechanism
established?

Weak (yet to mature to thig
extent)

The partnership process How have the different actors interacted and leamrthe partnership?

Formal interaction: evidence of the availability of the two partnéssinteract post
signature on the agreement, partnership activitigsing an integral part of the memb
organisation’s own agenda, a structured regulaicyalialogue between the tw
partners, use of communication tools enabling aigoaus information flow among
partners and between the partnership and its desigmrea of activity?

Fair (earlier efforts now
surpassed by recent Mo
initiative)

Partnership culture: evidence of a sharing and understanding of eadter'st
incentives, constraints and assets and a champelfithe learning on diversity into th
partnership process, a sense of shared ownershifnebyartners of the partnersh
process, specific measures taken to promote owipeesid commitment among th
partners, recognition of the assets and competernhir counterparts bring into th
partnership?

Weak (earlier weaknesses a
distance arising now bein
addressed)

Learning and innovation: evidence of feedback mechanisms on the result
partnership activities established by the partriprghe partnership providing space fi
the sharing and development of innovative approaah@anisational learning across
partnership as a defined goal and with specifitvities?

Weak (but improving)

The partnership performance: What are the results achieved in terms of outcantesustainability?

Relevance of objectives and of the partnershipevidence of partners and stakehold| Weak (but investing in
clearly articulating what the exact partnershipeshtiyes are, extent to which these § sharpening this)

explicitly aligned with the overall purpose of thartnership, the necessity for and va

for money arising from tackling a particular deymient problem through

collaborative endeavour?

Effectiveness and efficiencyevidence of the degree to which the partnershifpjeaed | Fair  (co-financing levels),

its stated objectives (outputs and intermediateaugs), monitoring of operational cog
and the transaction costs of the partnership &iesyitransaction costs are considereq
adequate relation to the benefits arising frompiéwenership?

Weak (supervision role)

Impact and sustainability: evidence of positive changes in the designateal @fraction
the partnership was/ is contributing to partnetsiexdng their own individual goals an
objectives through the partnership, the rationatettie partners remaining committed
staying engaged with the partnership?

Weak (rationale and related
modalities for partnering being
re-examined).
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F. AfDB and IFAD: The Future

64. The clear intent within both agencies is for atefye partnership at the institutional level,
which takes account of their respective comparatyantage and encompasses a mutually
reinforcing partnership working at the global, @l and country levels of operations. Historically
the most visible expression of the long standintaboration has been the investment project arsl thi
has proved problematic. It has left baggage of smisérust between those staff of the two institusio
who are involved in frontline operations. Our fings suggest that there are strong prospects for a
strategic partnership between the two agenciesetaldésigned around theomplementarity of
working in areas (development challenges) where their eoeas of interest converge, retaining
sufficient flexibility for both agencies on partiveg choices at country and project level.

65. Much thinking and analysis has been done to idetti# most promising areas of cooperation at
country level and thematic areas. Overall, theesnseto be a view that the AfDB should focus on the
“hardware” (e.g., larger irrigation infrastructurend IFAD on the “software” (e.g., community
development, gender mainstreaming and institutistrahgthening). As both institutions shape their
niche in the global aid architecture, settle ifite post-Paris way of operating, and start theategjic
reflection on where ARD is going, they need to kéepnind several promising trends, and some
risks:

66. Importance and drivers of partnering: strategically both institutions need partners tifilfu
their role. Comparative advantages have emergddtimie and the two institutions can complement
each other in important ways so that one plus anebe more than simply two.

67. Approach to partnering: both institutions are moving from opportunistic strategic, but
slowly. The new MOU between the two organisatiafls be more effective with a clearer strategic
joint statement by the two organisations aboutrtipairtnership approach in the future. Strategic
partnerships could be those that have two compeneatfinancing for investment projects and trust
fund arrangements for other types of activities.

68. Management:the emergence of a results based wider rangingeyatip based on an analysis
of comparative advantage of the two institutionlas€ monitoring and good communication around
the results and the commitments will be essertiataintain credibility and motivation.

69. Modalities: the recent MOU provides for a deeper and widempaship using a wider palette
of modalities (previously limited to co-financingné supervision). Selected modalities need to be
constantly reviewed to ensure their continued eee to the changing aid environment.

70. Design: a deliberate shift to a simpler design in ARD (eiig.terms of defining less ambitious
objectives, which could require fewer componentadieg to simpler co-ordination and
implementation arrangements), can help improveopednce, and making use of the comparative
advantage of each, they will jointly for example, dble to reach target groups at a scale they could
not do alone.

71. Results: the results of some projects probably would noteh&een the same without
partnering, as the different design and approactoesase the quality of the interventions. Thessine
to be analysed, replicated and be better commwudat all staff, to temper the perception of higher
transaction costs and poorer quality of intervartithat has marred cooperation in the past.

72. Capacity and resources:the high vacancy rate in the AfDB and the mix &flls and
experience limit the role the Bank can play bub gisovides a strong impetus for using IFAD staff.

G. The Wider Set of Partnerships

73. Both AfDB and IFAD record an extensive range otitntional ‘partnerships’ operating above
the country level. Some of these are relativelyiteoh in scope (for example defined in terms of a
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resource transfer such as Trust Fund support byebils), whilst others have a higher order objecti
but a limited modality (joint funding). The divetgiof ‘partnerships’ with development partners
directly related to ARD in Africa, which remain ‘adhe books’ of the two institutions, is a reflectio
of the way in which they have continued to bothleso

IFAD

74. IFAD was set up as a Fund with a business modptafiding financing mainly through other
multi-lateral institutions, who also took resporil#ifp for supervision. In the 1980’s and 1990's the
World Bank was one of the major cooperating ingots for IFAD. Reflection on IFAD’s added
value given that its projects were designed anérsiged by others led to a policy shift supporting
establishment of a more specific identity. This teda period of a heavy reliance by IFAD on the
‘FAO Investment Centre’ (for design inputs) and FAoan Officers became essentially ‘contracting
officers’. This in turn resulted in the emergentéFAD-funded projects without a clear pattern and
portfolio that although responding to country neadd priorities and thus being judged as “relevant”
was not necessarily sufficiently closely alignedithe more narrow focus of IFAD corporate goals.
A shift away from co-financing followed towards rmeoigoing it alone’ (e.g. In 2006 - $550m new
approvals of which $108m involving co-financing)ohé recently the agency has started to re-define
country programmes as joint programmes with govemntnand (where possible) with other donors.
This is then being reflected in increased co-fim@ga@ctivity (e.g. in 2007 of $580m in loans and
grants $400m involved co-financing - mostly witle WB").

75. At the same time (as with recent shifts in co-ficiag activity) there was a ‘shift of attention

within IFAD to the meso-macro level and use of otipdatforms (UNDAF, PRSPs etc). The

recognition that IFAD did not have adequate polinalysis capability to input strongly in these
arenas has led to increasing partnering activitye ©lear objective of this has been to bring an
increased emphasis to an advocacy or influencileg+@ther donors/ platforms — on the ‘voice of the
poor’.

76. During the earlier period IFAD was focused on awaficing, and within this one, partnerships
were characterised by contractor/ sub-contractatioeship. Now, IFAD has entered a different era
with different partnerships driven by global agendach as the ‘One UN reform’ and the realities of
country level (seeing what others are doing). IF&Dow looking to capitalise on its distinctiveness
from the IFls, as a ‘UN agency + a Fund’, using thegitimacy’ it has to have a ‘different
conversation with national governments’.

77. IFAD engagement at the country level has increasetkcent years. Moving ‘beyond the
project’ has resulted in a broadening of partngrstorking particularly at the country level. The
importance of a broader view on partnerships iectdd in the corporate Key Performance Indicators
(KPI)s for 2008. Co-financing is still importantné a key indicator for ‘Better Country Programme
Management’ is the ‘ratio of national and interoa#il co-financing mobilised to IFAD funding for
projects and programmes’ (target of 1.2 againstiselne of 1.0). But key indicators for ‘More
strategic international engagement and partnershgve also been developed and show the
importance of partnering as there are two: i) thelper of international fora where IFAD makes a
stronger contribution (of a policy and/or finandigture) and ii) ‘stronger partnership developeth wi
at least two international partners’.

78. There is no clear hierarchy of partnerships withile organisation and limited value, in
operational terms, is attributed to MoUs and ottmruments that relate to strategic partnershifiseat
corporate level.

" In Angola IFAD has recently partnered with the MidBank. This has been recognised by both sides as

very successful partnering experience effectivelgnoining the 15+years experience of IFAD in-countith
the Bank’s first substantive investment in agrigrtdt The willingness from both sides to recognisetboth
parties brought in terms beyond financial resoyrees the strong personal trust and chemistrydbsaéloped
between the key interlocutors are seen as keyetsuhcess of the partnership.
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79. IFAD is now looking for lending partners with fingial resources with low transaction costs
and/ or specific experience. An example of a nesn-traditional’ strategic partner is The Allianas f

a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA). AGRA is able Ibring in relatively small levels of additional
finance but more importantly brings in specific exse, new ways of doing things and new ideas.
Given IFAD’s reputation as an innovative donorsttd well in line with its comparative advantage.
AGRA is an example of a partnership that complesemid underpins IFADs own work for wider
impact.

80. Another example of this is the ‘Farmers Forum'iatitve (from 2006) . Representative farmers
organisations at national level offer the potendiah principal partner for IFAD at the country év
providing a key tool for IFAD to advance policy ltigue (i.e. achieving a strengthened role for the
IFAD targeted group in policy making and policy adacy).

The Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA)

81. IFAD has forged a relationship with AGRA at regibrend country level and signed a
Memorandum of Understanding in June 2008 to coiser@ind structure this relationship. AGRA is an
important example for IFAD of a non traditional {ear organisation with whom the partnership
naturally builds around a shared objective to niebibnd engage with a development challenge; as
opposed to IFAD’s more traditional partnership tielaships founded on resource transfers. AGRA,
established in 2006, is a partnership based orgi@oisthat works with small scale farmers across
Africa to rapidly and sustainably increase thewdurctivity and lift millions out of poverty. To dait

has invested over $330m in solutions to problemssacthe agriculture value chain and expects to
significantly increase these levels of investmarthe coming years.

The Farmers Forum

82. The Forum is an ongoing process of consultation diatbgue between Farmers’ and Rural

Producers’ Organisations (FOs), IFAD and governs\efaicused on rural development and poverty
reduction. The Forum meets every two years, tfst fireeting was in 2006, for a global consultation
in conjunction with the Governing Council of IFADhis event represents the culmination of
continual discourse within and between FOs at natjosub-regional and regional level. IFAD

actively seeks to enhance country level consultatith FOs, to support their engagement in policy
dialogue at regional and global levels and contebudirectly to their capacity building (recent

example of IFAD $200,000 grant to SAC Agric Uniotts strengthen national chapters). The
partnership between IFAD and FOs is an imaginatie with IFAD using farmer organisations as

both a ‘partner’ (consults with them to advancecgmeshared agendas) and an ‘arm’ of the Fund (to
inform IFAD’s policies).

83. IFAD management want to move away from partnershppart of the ‘announcing culture’
where ‘partnerships’ are identical to ‘meetings’iethbecome a substitution for action and results.
Also, ‘internal reform processes’ become the excfme not taking action on ‘political level’
partnership statements. Importantly IFAD now hag fthre-conditions — the IFAD Strategic
Framework 2007-2010 and the COSOP process - fotifgieg and progressing strategic partners
through ‘informed judgement’. There is a recogmitiacross the organisation of a need to make
‘strategic partnerships’ more substantive.

84. There is also some cautiousness on partnership® Hecently ‘turned down’ a partnership
opportunity with the WFP in Mozambique due to acpetion that in reality they are ‘two different
businesses’ and proceeding in a partnership modddwaave risked missing the September Board
deadline for submission (with any delay perceivechaving a negative reputational effect with the
borrowing government).

85. A key driver for IFAD working through partnerships for the IFAD messages ‘to be heard’

within the donor community (partnering with othdeosincrease receptivity). This is seen as being
especially important in contexts where there ase hilaterals actively engaged in agriculture.
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86. There are clear corporate objectives on ‘PartnpsshiThe 2007-10 Strategic Framework
Principles of Engagement recognise that if IFARQdshave an influence at the policy level it has to
invest considerably more in mobilising and cultingt partnerships. Whilst there is a strong push
within the organisation to ‘work in a partnershipde’ this is not well resourced, or guided. Having
said that, as mentioned previously, significanbeff are underway to develop a more systematic and
strategic was to developing and managing partngsshi

87. IFAD has a number of ‘strategic partnerships’ whihve emerged (somewhat ad hoc) from
different points within the organisation - but at yaasn't put in sufficient effort to nurture awe
partnerships in line with the corporate aim of labbrating with these agencies wherever synergies
can be achieved'. Significant partnerships for IFAD relation to ARD in Africa include: the
International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRlan example of a new knowledge sharing
partnership, and the Belgian Survival Fund (BSFe Bex below) a well established partnership that
serves to extend the reach of IFAD to its targguations. In West Africa there is a good examgle o
how IFAD is working in partnership on sub-regionmilicy and strategy development, serving to
catalyse policy and resources.

Belgian Survival Fund (BSF)

88. The partnership hosted at IFAD headquarters betviassf and IFAD was formed in 1984
around a high level common goal of helping poorpbeon rural areas to overcome poverty. The
vehicle for the partnership has been a seriesiofljyodesigned and funded projects (over 30 since
1984 spread across 15 countries in SSA) which as&® the value of IFAD investments through
integrating the basic needs of poor people; familirition and health with agricultural development.
Projects are generally a mix of grant funding (B&RY loan (IFAD) combining with contributions
from other financial partners. Examples exist of @moject serving as an effective springboard for a
follow on IFAD supported initiative which takes tiraprovements generated through the initial joint
investment to another level. In addition to theaclsynergies at the project level the partnershp h
provided wider benefits to both sides; for exanipleas allowed IFAD to engage in the direct funding
of NGOs (e.g. Kenya Women Finance Trust) and tHgi8e Government uses the BSF as a learning
laboratory for development. Evaluations of the mpership have reported how the partnership
activities have been instrumental in the Fund’'shésy out to the most marginalised and destitute
rural populations in SSA. The internal processethefpartnership have been criticised as being slow
and cumbersome.

The International Food Policy Research Institute (FPRI)

89. IFAD and IFPRI are in the process of establishingaetnership agreement that will allow for
some of IFPRIs research to be based in IFAD prejédte partnership is being built on the basis of
clear advantages for both partners; IFPRI wantedge to a more grounded less academic approach
in its work whilst IFAD wants to nurture a strondearning dimension to projects. Both institutions
are looking to invest considerable levels of stiffe in the engagement to realise the desired rhutua
benefits.

Partnership working: sub-regional policy and strategy development

90. IFAD is working with a range of partners and thrbug mix of interventions to strengthen
policy processes in West Africa. Work with the OEGBcretariat and the French Government on an
exercise to adapt an agricultural policy instrumesed within OECD countries to an LDC context and
increase sensitivity to rural poverty involving gmitial three country study is now moving to a new
expanded phase. This entails close collaboratidin BCOWAS and a ‘hub’ initiative of IFAD (now
also supported by the EU and French Governmergupport policy dialogue/ transformation at the
regional level. A further contribution will comerthugh IFAD’s engagement in a new initiative ‘SSI —
Scouting and Sharing Innovation Initiative’. Lauedhin July 2007 this regional initiative (West and
Central Africa), spun out of the IFAD Innovatiorr&@egy, aims to identify and document innovations
(to improve the livelihoods of poor rural smallhetdarmers) and foster a forward looking process of
exchange and partnership among producers, thet@raector and international organisations. It
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involves working in partnership with a range of amgsations including the West Africa Rural
Foundation, the Technical Centre for Agricultunala&rural Cooperation and FIDAfrique.

The Global Environmental Facility (GEF)

91. IFAD has a ‘partnership with the GEF’ and since 20@s been one of ten agencies (including
AfDB) that performs an ‘executing agency’ functidrhis role provides IFAD with an opportunity,
through participation in task forces and forumsirfluence and shape the GEF. It also provides
valued visibility and profile for IFAD and opportities for systematic sharing of knowledge within
the family.

92. Important ‘internal partnerships’ are:

* GEF - ‘programmatic approach’ — fits by bringingzeanmental issues into the country
programme;

* International Land Coalition (ILC) — IFAD both au(fding) member and the host
organisation; and

* Global mechanism (GM) — IFAD a ‘contributor’ anaethost organisation.

93. The large number of ‘partnerships’ that IFAD repaH illustrated by the Technical Advisory
Division (PT) who ha$ identified numerous organisations in focal areasesponding to the
strategic objectives of the 2007-2010 Strategicmiessork which itmay partner with (including
existing ‘partnerships’ and gaps to be filled) @spect to its functional areas. A series of Tatgsct

PT ‘principal’ partnerS (numbers in brackets) by cluster. For exampleguality enhancement (13),
knowledge management and innovation (18), polieyodiue and capacity building (15). This pattern
of high numbers and diversity of global and regidpartners’ is repeated in the thematic areas in
which it works (e.g. environment — over 40, liveste- over 20, rural finance — over 25).

94. Whilst the location of IFAD’s headquarters in Roroffers the prospect of a substantive
partnership with both FAO and WFP on ARD in Afrites has yet to be fostered fully. The potential
advantages of a nexus between the finance of IRA®logistics capability of WFP and the technical
expertise of FAO are recognised but issues of denfie in ability to deliver and apparent difference
in operating models have to date served to consetiective partnering either at an operational or
institutional level. There have been some relayiveblated examples of IFAD learning from and
sharing with FAO (building a knowledge platform)dawith WFP (‘purchase for progress’ concept).
There are some examples however of partnershipeleetwhe organisations at the country level, but
these are pursued largely as a result of individefdrts and follow-up, rather than through an
institutional approach. For example, the princigeplied within IFAD’s partnering experience with
WEFP in India (combining the meeting of 70% of hdudd food needs with provision of hens to target
families to service a trajectory out of poverty)yniee transferable to countries in Africa.

African Development Bank (AfDB)

95. The Bank has always had a strong interest in dpirejocooperation with various actors,
bilateral and multilateral donors especially, ir gpast with a clear focus on co-financing. Annual
reports contain a separate section on co-finanaimyresource mobilization and one of the “selling
points” for the Bank has been its capacity to lagerits own funds to generate more resourcessfor it
DMC. However, when analysing this on a sectordydgjures from 2007 show that co-financing is
weakest in agriculture. The multiplier effect idyt.95 against average of 3.26 and as high af8.5
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Technical Advisory Division submission to the B(®roject Portfolio Report

An example of a partnership nurtured and maiethdiby the Technical Advisory Division which for a
relatively small investment brings a number ofhilly and engagement opportunity benefits to IFBRhat of
the ‘Women Organising for Change in Agriculture aNdtural Resources’. IFAD was instrumental in the
inception of this network/ forum and as a result hastrong relationship with its members. It nowvtes co-
financing for events together with other sponsors.
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social sectofS. Furthermore, the emergence of the private seatoa key player in agriculture —
according to the African Development Fund (ADF)aepon results, agriculture is Africa’s biggest
private sector activity — also changes the perspgeand opens up a new role for the Bank.

96. As partnerships began to be the “name of the gam#ie aid business, the Bank was thus not
so badly placed and also realized that the neve rfitle example as a knowledge Bank, would require
an intensification of partnering and a search &w partners.

97. The Paris Declaration also moved focus to courgwell and the changes in the way country
programming was done, the need for country presandehe decentralised teams, have also opened
up new possibilities.

98. Four types of partnerships can be clearly idemtifiee global or regional partnerships such as
NEPAD, African Union (AU) or the Regional Econon@@mmunities (REC)s, traditional multi-and
bi-lateral partners, emerging partners such as &€hamd AGRA, and knowledge partners.
Furthermore, partnerships can be policy or oparatip oriented.

99. Different types of partnerships are managed byedsfit units. The knowledge partnerships will
be managed by the chief economist’s office, butthewledge management strategy is very new and
therefore little reflection seems to exist on tlyist. The global and regional partnerships are gesha
by dedicated units, such as the NEPAD unit, andastetwo groups by the Cooperation Unit with the
support of a partnership advisor. A recent refofrthe trust funds is poising the unit to play areno
strategic and proactive role. It is to be notedyéwer that ARD is not among the strategic themes or
priority areas identified. Also, there are still pppcedures or operational processes in place Wwhere
the Unit is able to be part of the core busineghefBank, the country programming exercise, asd it
outreach to country level is limited.

100. In the past co-financing and leveraging resourceeevelearly seen as the main rationale for
collaboration. The 2007 annual report still statéfe main objective of these strategic partnersisp

to mobilize financial resources, share knowledge enfiormation, and build technical skills in the
RMCs” Thus mobilizing resources still come in ag ffirst reason and still seems to remain the
primary objective and performance is measuredringeof the multiplier effect. As the Bank moves to
more strategic partnerships covering a wider rasfgaodalities and with a clearer results framework
there is a need to develop a system of measuridgramaging the performance of these partnerships.
Such a system is not yet in place and should ieclsgstematically collecting evidence on how
partnerships may shape outcomes, improve operdtomrxample by improving the quality of design,
and add more on different types of resources ssicieavorks, knowledge outreach etc.

Partnerships

» The Paris Declaration and the need for knowledgeagement, economic and sector work
and specific skills are some of the main reasohebehe need for partnerships.

» Both institutions have a plethora of partnershiggely unstructured and reflecting an
opportunistic approach rather than strategic tiigkirhere are notable exceptions such as:
IFAD with AGRA, ‘Farmers Forum’, IFPRI and BSF. ABDwith NEPAD, African Union
(AU) and the RECs.

» Despite corporate intentions the importance ofrgaitig has not been fully reflected in
organisational reform or the opinions of staff.

» IFAD and AfDB have a 30 year partnership set tatione, it is based upon country focus,
division of labour, selectivity, new modalities agiflectiveness. It was once at an
operational level (1978 agreement) but is nowairporate and political level (2008
agreement). Much of the partnership has been lihtdeco-financing operations with AfDB
supervising IFAD projects although this has dedliiverecent years.

2 Annual report 2007
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For ‘complementarity of working’ the view is thaf2B could focus on the ‘hardware’ and
IFAD on the ‘software’ to develop a more stratgggetnership at country and thematic
level.

The 2008 MOU between IFAD and AfDB provides foreeeder, wider partnership, this will
need to be constantly reviewed to ensure relevenitee changing aid environment.
Together IFAD and AfDB will be able to reach tayahd achieve results they could not do
alone.
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IV. NEW AID ARCHITECTURE - NEW PARTNERSHIPS - AND P ARIS

101. The world of development has changed during thegerovered by the Joint Evaluation and
both institutions have been touched by these clsaagseveral levels. At the highest corporatel Jeve
they have had to clarify their roles in the glob& architecture and to clearly demonstrate their
comparative advantage and added value. At thenational level, they need to make sure they have
the required capacity to fulfil the role, maintdhreir comparative advantage, and have systems to
report back to shareholders on their results. Atdperational level, they must ensure that oparstio
are relevant and carried out in full respect ofRlagis Declaration principles, principles that edhpa

new partnership model for development assistance.

102. Focusing on the roles and comparative advantagereport of the Consultations for th& 7
replenishment of IFAD makes the differences betwbertwo institutions clear.

103. “While other international financial institutiondF(s), including the World Bank and the
African Development Bank, work in rural settingspioor countries their strategic and programmatic
emphasis centres on physical infrastructure (@ads, water supply, electrification) and is framed
within national sectoral schemes, such as sectde-approaches (SWAps), to ensure that the delivery
of public goods such as educational and healthicgerincludes rural populations. IFAD functions far
more through direct linkages with farmers’ groups associations and through grass-roots change in
socio-economic systems aimed at improving rural agdcultural livelihoods and increasing rural
incomes.”

104. Looking at the organizational level, both orgarizas have gone through in-depth evaluations
and are in the midst of implementing far reachiefprms; the Independent Evaluation (IE) of AfDB
took place in 2004; and the Independent Externaluation (IEE) of IFAD was completed in 2005.
The report on business processes concludes thatIF®D and the AfDB responded to the findings
and recommendations of the latest round of exteavaluations with a programme of reform
activities intended to address the identified peaid. There were parallels, but also some significan
differences, in the approaches of the two orgaioissit In particular, IFAD’s response was based on a
substantial change in business processes withtaitngl much the organisational structure, whereas
AfDB'’s response was centred on a significant chainghe organisational structure (also including
decentralisation) with only minor changes in thesibess processes. The distinct organisational
responses reflect both the culture and historieabliour in the two organisations.

105. Both have important action plans to improve effaatiess and implement the Paris Declaration
principles (see paragraph 110). Notwithstandingabeve a short analysis of the drivers of change,
the progress made by the two institutions and thg ahead does suggest that they are on ‘different
tracks’ with differences — and complementaritiedikely to be intensified within the new aid
architecture.

IFAD

106. Following the IEE in 2005, where role and niche avkey issues, IFAD clarified its strategic
niche and developed a new operating model. A cehwgrsive statement on IFAD’s niche and
development objectives and modalities was inclidetie 7' replenishment Consultation Report:

» |IFAD’s resources go to rural and agricultural depahent, and to that alone;

* IFAD’s experience is attuned to today’'s issues ¢dbglization and market-based
development;

» IFAD’s activities are rooted in local and commuHigyel problem diagnosis and reflect
national priorities. It is not a blue-print orgaation, but one highly responsive to
differences in development context;

* IFAD has a demonstrated commitment to, and abititywork in, isolated areas and in
response to the needs of rural women, indigenaugpgrand ethnic minorities;

» IFAD has a stock of partnerships and ongoing opmrsitthat link it directly to farmers’
organizations, women’s organizations and the nonighte sector in poor countries;
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» IFAD’s governance structure reflects the views athbdeveloping and developed countries,
furnishing it with a broad-based legitimacy; and

 IFAD has a highly experienced staff representing of the highest concentrations of
practical expertise in rural and agricultural invesnt for development anywhere in the
multilateral system.

107. A new strategic framework for 2007-2010 was devetband now guides the institution.

108. The business model is grounded in what is percemgedFAD’s comparative advantage: ability

to address key development issues from the pergpeaft poor people, with and through their own

institutions. The model takes as its point of dpa national poverty reduction strategies, helps
improve programme and project design and strengthgoervision and implementation, share
knowledge and nurture innovation and measure esult

109. An Action plan was developed in 2005 to guide oizmtional reforms over the ™7
replenishment period and improve effectivenessncludes commitment on partnerships: the Action
Plan will help to “enable IFAD to intensify its paerships with others — governments, farmers’
associations, organizations of the rural poor, itiernational community and the private sector”
Partnerships are mentioned several times in theAgian from 2005, but was not given much space
in the Action Plan’s final progress report two y&ehater. Having said that, it is fair to recognibat

the need for strategic partnerships has been atd@iy debated during the consultations around
IFAD’s 8" replenishment in 2008.

110. Yet, interviewed staff generally stressed the nieedFAD to partner: “Without partnerships
there is no IFAD”, strategic documents do makerssfee to partnerships and partnerships also figure
among issues tracked for the corporate Key Perfocmandicators in the POWB 2088However,

for the moment, there is little guidance to staffwhat constitutes a strategic partnership and teow
select partners and measure the outcome of partpsrs It seems therefore, that there is much
potential for the Joint Evaluation to make a cdmition to further strengthen the framework and
enabling environment for developing effective parships.

111. At the organizational level, much has happened mprove effectiveness generally and
implementing the Paris Declaration principles sfeally, principles that are based on a new
partnership model for development. Indeed, the UN@@ort on the implementation of the Paris
Declaration stresses that “the recent report onDIBAdevelopment effectiveness devotes a full
Chapter to 'Progress in Implementing the Partnpr&€ommitments of the Paris Declaration on Aid
Effectiveness’ and draws on the 2006 survey orgahiby OECD-Development Co-operation
Directorate (DAC) to monitor progress on the P&éclaration (PD), concluding that IFAD already
conforms with many of the PD commitmeftsMoreover, a recent evaluation from 2008 by the
United Nations Evaluation Group found that IFAD ldasie a good job - as compared to various other
UN agencies - in implementing the main provisioostained in the Paris Declaration.

112. An exception seems to be in terms of aid modalwibere the “old” project modality still
prevails. IFAD does not use its funds for DirectdBat Support (DBS), and harmonization has been
pursued most systematically through SWaps. IFABoihiced a new policy for SWaps in 26band
engages in existing agricultural SWaps in a nunobeountries in Africa. Experience with agriculture
and rural development SWaps is mixédAlthough they have contributed to a more systemati
dialogue between donors and government, strengthgymwvernment leadership and improved
coordination among donors, there have been orilpigetl number of agricultural SWaps to date, and
traditional projects continue to be dominant in geetor. Similarly, IFAD has found it difficult to
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IFAD’s Action plan for improving its developmeetfectiveness, December 2005 ,

Specific indicator: “stronger partnerships depeld with at least two international partners”

‘Report on IFAD’s Development Effectiveness’, Reffor Executive Board, 11-13 December 2007.

24 |FAD, 'Sector Wide Approaches for Agriculture aRdral Development’, IFAD Policy, 2005.

% Evans et al., 'Formulating and Implementing Sedttide Approaches in Agriculture and Rural
Development — Synthesis Report’, Report to the @lldbonor Platform for Rural Development, Overseas
Development Institute, 2007.
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move more broadly toward DBS because the goodssandces for the beneficiaries under its loans
(e.g., supply of inputs, building of small infragttures, marketing services) are not well suitedeo
provided by governmefit

113. The UNDG report on the implementation for the Pdgslaration concludes: “There remains an
important task for IFAD (in partnership with FA®/FP and others) to ensure that rural development
gets full attention among the UN Country Teams.”

AfDB

114. The arrival of a new President in the AfDB alsodi@ed a change for the organization with a
search for a new identity and clear role. To ftatiti the reflection, a report was commissioned faom
High Level Panel (HLP), and the report “InvestimgAfrica’s Future: The ADB in the 21Century”
was published in 2007. The Panel reconfirmed thenkBa mission: poverty reduction and
development through growth and economic integratib® comparative advantage includes its
“African-ness” — an elected African president, wmsal African membership, an exclusive focus on
African development, a strong presence on the wentj including its head quarters and an increasing
number of field offices. However, it is also renagd that despite an attempt to be selectiveén th
past, it still lacks focus, something that is insistent with adherence to Paris declaration priasip
As the report says: “Choices have to be made, @ndtjes established and maintained” (page 2). The
HLP report is also very clear on the need for maships: “Nor can the Bank work in isolation: it
must leverage its knowledge and resources throwgingrships with other institutions and other
donors”

115. Other major exercises have contributed to the ctfle, especially the development of a
knowledge management and development strategyOfas-2012, based on the vision of the Bank as
the “Premier Knowledge Bank for Africa”. The strgyds based on four principles, one of them being
building strong partnerships. Lastly, the ADF négfains included discussion on the Bank’s role,
governance structure and capacity to generatetsedite Deputies report stresses the concept of
“ADF as the partner of choice for aid delivery irrida”. The rationale includes “its continental
mandate, sole focus on African development prasitiunique relationships with African member
countries and African institutions, capacity to lBuproductive partnerships across the African
development and investor communities and to mabifinance on a large scale, and the growing
confidence of its principal financiers”. For thesasons, “the ADF is positioning itself as the pert

of choice for aid delivery in a more selective sétactivities. Through greater focus, improved
partnerships and strengthened country presencefuinel will continue throughout ADF-11 to
strengthen its role as a major and reliable actotsi areas of focus and the partner of choicelfer
development community”. The central position oftparships in this vision for the Bank is to be
noted.

116. The biggest challenge for the Bank may not, copttarlFAD, be in the structure, business
processes or capacity, but in the perception antmmgrs. Indeed, this is born out by a number of
evaluations and successive Multilateral Organiraferformance Assessment Network (MOPAN)
surveys. For example the evaluation of the Ugadd® doncluded that: “Another image problem that
AfDB may have to address within the donor commuistthat some donors see AfDB very much as
the Government’s “house bank”* And, the most recent MOPAN survey concludes :thatDB
mostly limits dialogue on its own strategies andhlgiical work to government ministrie§he
aggregated questionnaire responses confirm thinfin Almost all views expressed agree that the
Bank mostly limits its dialogue to government miries”.

117. This is in contrast to other MOPAN findings on parship behaviour and commitment to Paris
declaration principles where in fact the Bank iseased positively on its behaviour on key aspects
such as alignment, and generally positive on glkeets relating to relations with other internationa
partners.

26
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UNDG evaluation of the implementation of the Bal&claration
Evaluation of Uganda Joint Assistance StrategiA®)
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118. There is also clear evidence of a change in th&BEme same evaluation says that: “AfDB was
very active and instrumental in shaping the UJA8 eoving it forward. In the words of one donor
AfDB had a ‘priceless position’ as a sincere brokerUJAS and helped ‘tremendously’ in the
acceptance of UJAS by the Government.”

119. In terms of new modalities, a procurement rule basstrained the Bank’s participation in
SWaps/DBS, but also here things are changing. Udnda JAS evaluation states: “It should be
commended that Bank Headquarters in 2005 wereumsintal in developing a formula for ‘ring-
fencing’ certain projects and their procurementet@mble the Bank’s participation in sector-wide
programming (SWaps) in Uganda.”, and the annualtimgp®f the Governors are expected to lift the
current constraint thus greatly facilitating thenBa ability to abide by PD principles. But as
importantly, there is a recognition within the Bathlat agriculture projects have been too complex
thus causing poor performance, and a deliberaimtes made to simplify the design in future
projects.

120. Lastly, it is important to look at the operatiofaiorities for ADF-11 to assess the Bank’s role
in ARD in Africa. The Fund will focus on three eoand mutually reinforcing operational priorities:
infrastructure, governance, and regional integratichese focal areas will be the primary operationa
paths through which the Fund will deliver prior@tz investments in support of: stronger and more
inclusive growth; recovery and renewed progresiagile states; agriculture and rural development;
and social and human development.

New Aid Architecture - New Partnerships - and Paris

* Both organisations have had to face the changésinvorld of development at corporate,
organisational and operational levels and adjusiteachallenges.

* Both have undergone in depth evaluations and gokementing reforms.

It is too early to assess if there has been sutessplementation and improved
effectiveness from the new Agenda. However the q@sggmade by the two institutions does
suggest that they are on ‘different tracks’ but eoenplementary — this is likely to be
intensified within the new aid architecture.
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V. CONCLUSIONS

121. IFAD and the AfDB are both important players antura partners in ARD in Africa. They are
heavy weights in a sector that is inherently diffiand has often showed only modest results for al
involved. Partnerships have become a buzzword efniew development agenda and there is an
expectation that partnerships will increase develam effectiveness.

122. The focus of the review has been on the partnesghiget IFAD and AfDB choose to have with
each other and with other international/regionaletigpment actors (development partners) in support
of partner countrié& This includes partnerships that are currentlgrred to by both institutions as
strategic and which aim to bring a particular valugerms of their significance. This significanzan
take many forms; scale, purpose - including purstiia specific corporate strategic objective, a
particular geography or operating context, the imdiion and leveraging of resources, providing an
entry point to a ‘new market’, to influence and adee a specific (shared) agenda, to influence and b
influenced by the partner, to share services, redosts, to gain preferential access to resoumgs a
to share knowledge.

123. Our brief review (informed by and building on theri@hmark study) has highlighted a number
of specific conditions for successful partnersfiips

* a need for clarity on the nature of the partnersifijectives: a means to an end, and/ or as
an end in itself (i.e. the expected ongoing valighe partnership);

* need for a shared objective: a specific boundedobivg (institutional/ policy or operational
level and on a country, sub-regional, region orbgloscale) with one or more clear
outcomes, and for which scarce resources (humafirzanttial) of the partners are invested
within an active process of partnership working ahdred learning;

 need for flexibility: strong partnerships are dymann nature, evolving as conditions
demand and demonstrating key facets of effectiveeig@mnce, process and performance.
They bring an intensity of effort and sharpnesst an

* need for a set of capabilities (including appragriand adequate human resources) and
organisational incentives (externally and intesjalvhich need to align across the partners.

124. This sets the bar for ‘partnership working’' at ghar and more discerning level and it is against
this ‘standard’ that we have pitched the review.

125. Both institutions have developed and adjusted @djcstrategies, procedures, capacity and to
some extent modalities in line with the recommeiotist emanating from the international
development effectiveness agenda (Paris Declajatmrt the project modality remains the main
modality for AfDB and IFAD, even though more atientis gradually being given to policy dialogue
and other non-lending activities. In the last fexass both institutions have sought to use resakedb
country strategies to guide their work. These tgustrategies reflect a shift in approach that esak
the country the principal unit of account so thatrtry portfolios of loans and grants are desigioed
be well aligned with country PRSPs, mutually supiperand complemented by policy dialogue
efforts. The whole is expected to capture synsrthiat render the results greater than the surmeof t
individual parts.

126. It is within this ‘post Paris’ world that the furIAfDB-IFAD strategic partnership is now being
crafted. The former input-oriented cooperation agrent focusing on co-financing and supervision
has been replaced (recently) by a results orievit@tl for deeper and wider partnership using a wider

% The next phase — Country Studies — will switch fbcus to the effectiveness of IFAD and AfDB as

partners to national governments and to the colieatf agencies, working to the principles of affketiveness
at a country level.

29 Many of these are already captured in the pafieaper developed by IFAD, which was presenteiti¢o
consultation on the"™Breplenishment of IFAD resources.
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palette of modalities. There is energy behind &md this will need to be sustained as overall dver
period under review the partnering experience @BMFAD has been relatively weak.

127. This ‘low base’ position to the AfDB-IFAD partnetiphis illustrated through reference to the
hypotheses on what makes for a good partnershgpgadier section). There is for example limited
evidence of the partnership:

* recognising context as key and adapting an approedifferent realities;

» understanding each others incentives and conflicts;

» actively managing assumptions and expectationgwilie partnership;

» focusing on results; reassign their strategic gastrips in terms of the extent to which they
are linked to each organisation achieving a sigaift qualitative or quantitative increase in
their ‘results’; and

* recognising time and energy as critical resourodble partnership and moving on concrete
measures.

128. There are however a number of factors that bodé faebn effective institutional partnership
being forged; strong leadership, certain complearérdgs, the common obligation to demonstrate
effectiveness and results, and the necessity tfiggamg and developing divisions of labour at coynt
level. Constraints that will need to be accountdand addressed include the weak incentives for
staff investment in partnering, the persistenceaf“announcement culture on partnerships” and
limited capacity at a time of portfolio expansion

129. The continued importance for both IFAD and AfDB thie project modality also presents
opportunities for effective partnering. For examplethe design stage, where there is a need for a
simpler design in ARD, and where the comparativeaathge of each of the institutions can help
reach target groups at a scale they could not doealWhere there is evidence of projects where
results have been enhanced through partnering éhgre the design and approaches used are
distinctive and have increased the quality of titerventions), these should be carefully analysed a
be better communicated to staff, to temper the gptien of higher transaction costs and poorer
quality of interventions that has marred cooperatietween IFAD and AfDB in the past.

130. Neither IFAD nor AfDB have a partnership policy strategy or guidance to staff on how to
select, develop, formalize and measure partnersigippen the strategic importance attached to
partnerships. Such a partnership strategy wouldl ieebe closely aligned with other corporate
strategies and priorities, so that partnershipgesas a means to an end and not an end in itsgtth. B
institutions are claiming to deepen and widen maghips and move from an opportunistic to a
strategic approach. Rationalisation of the existsigck’ of partnerships will be necessary to easur
that the limiting factor of staff time is used tcaximum effect on partnership working. In it% 8
replenishment consultations (2008), IFAD has maderamitment to develop a more systematic and
strategic approach to partnerships for the futyr2adio.

131. Both institutions are in the midst of reforms ahdge will also result in internal pressures and
incentives and changes in capacity that will shiapere partnership opportunities. Due to the flux

created by reforms, the changes in the interndtieffiectiveness agenda, and also changes in ARD
where the private sector plays an increasing mbgoing and new partnerships must have a large
element of flexibility to ensure continued relevanand effectiveness in a continuously evolving

context.

132. Some trends can be observed. IFAD is looking terdify and “modernize” its aid modalities to
better reflect the emergence of new possibilitied @&ctors in ARD. As for AfDB, its financial muscle
its stronger country focus and capacity, and itsvento be a knowledge Bank, generate new
possibilities. Jointly they have decided that keg option to examine further is a work sharing rehe

% The high vacancy rate in the AfDB and the skilkfexperience which constrains some of the Banks

operations can also provide a strong impetus foinpeng. An example is the use of IFAD staff irstaong
supportive peer relationship in the collaboratietween AfDB and IFAD on GEF.
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the AfDB, consistent with its priorities and comatiwe advantage, focus on rural infrastructure Javhi
IFAD, consistent with its comparative advantagentdbute software in the form of knowledge,
capacity building, networks, and the ability toalegoor farmers, women and other disadvantaged
groups.

133. In the short term both will need highly selectivedafocused partnerships due to limited

capacity, staff time, resources to invest, the qunes to improve results of the portfolio and the

uncertain space for traditional co-financing panitng within the changing aid architecture. It is

however, not clear that the more immediate gainsnjpproved development effectiveness of the two
agencies will come through partnering, but the résfto improve effectiveness may lead to increased
capacity for partnering in the medium to long term.

134. Our analysis has identified a number of prospectiveas — options - for the IFAD - AfDB
partnership in the short-medium to longer term:

i) Complementary (synergistic) areas of engagemergrétipns and knowledge sharing) in
pursuit (at a region/ sub region or individual coyrevel) of change in one or more high
level outcome areas which coalesce and convergefotlite respective IFAD and AfDB
Strategic Frameworks;

i) Pursuing through dialogue and project experieneeetinergence of recipient governments
(partner countries) backing new innovative finagcinstruments designed to facilitate the
private sector leading on pro-poor agriculturalalepment;

i) Working together and as a partnership with otherdeverage significantly increasing
funding for agriculture in Africa;

iv) Joint funding and AfDB supervision of%generation innovation projects operating at scale
within a SWAp framework;

v) Sharing experiences and learning on organisatiefiatm and the change process; and

vi) Sharing in-country resources (CPMs, joint repres@nt in coordination structures/
working groups etc).

135. Three important assumptions underpin these pog&silfirstly, that in the African countries
where IFAD and AfDB will be operating there will mtinue to be space and demand for, and the
acceptance of direct IFAD/ AfDB investment in inative projects set within a overall sector wide
approach (rather than moving to pooled funding, 8B&BS in support of ARD). Secondly, AfDB is
not seen as a cutting edge partner fdrgéneration innovation projects nor will they beivae in
fragile state environments where there is a hignber of extremely poor (a target group of IFAD),
Finally, there continues to be space within IFADdevote considerable time and resources to a
genuine strategic partnership with the AfDB.
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NAME POSITION/DEPARTMENT

AfDB

Aly Abou-Sabaa Director, OSAN

Alassane Ba Chief of Division, Direct Lending, OPSM
A.D.Beileh Acting Director, Country & Regional Pragnming

Department South 1

Ann Kabagambe

Presidents Office

Barnett Douglas

Results Management System set up

Charles Boarmah

Financial Controller

Colin Kirk Director, OPEV
D. Keita Agriculture 2
Dan Vadnjal Regional Economist in PF

Danielle Ponzi

Division Manager ORPC

Detlev Puetz

OPEV

Douglas Barnett

Chief of Division, ORPC

Dougou Keta

Chief Agronomist, OSAN

Ellen Goldstein

Regional Director West 2

Francois Botes

OPEV (NEPAD Regional Integration)

Gabriel Negatu

Director, OSGE

Gilleaume Grosso

Henri Minnaar

Principal Trade Expert, NEPAD, ONRI

Janvier K. Litse

Director Regional West 1

Josselyne Ahogny Manager, Loan Accounting Division
Kazumi Larhed Head of Partnerships and Cooperatith
Ken Johm Chief of Division, OSAN.3

Laurent Guye

Ambassador for Denmark, Finland, Indiarway,
Sweden and Switzerland

Michael Mah’moud

NEPAD, Regional Integration & Tead

Tettey, Ernest

Private Sector Department

IFAD

Alessandro Marini

Country Portfolio Manager for Maoabique

Andrew Brubaker

Evaluation Officer, Office of Evation

Anne — Matrie lzac

Chief Alliance Officer CGIAR

Annina Lubbock

Officer in Charge in Technical Adsig Division

Ashwani Muthoo

Senior Evaluation Officer, Office B¥aluation

Carla Ferreira

Associate Country Programme Mandggstern and
Southern Africa Division

Dan Vadnjal Regional Adviser, Eastern and Soutlidrica
Division

Douglas Wholey Senior Technical Adviser, TechnisdVisory Division

Gary Howe Director, Strategic Planning and Budgetdibn

Gunila Olsson

Executive Director, Action Plan ®tariat

Ides de Willebois

Director, Eastern and SouthemicAfDivision

31




J. Litse

Regional Director West 1

J.M. Gharbi

Regional Director Centre

Jean-Phillippe Audinet

Acting Director Policy Diigs

Joe Eichenberger

VP- Operations 1 Country and nedjjorogrammes
and policy

Kevin Cleaver

Assistant President Programme Managém
Department

Karim Hussein

Regional Economist, Western and @eAfirica
Division

Kazumi Larhed

Head of Partnerships and Coordindtioi

Ken Johm

NR & Env Management

Khalida Bouzar

Coordinator, Global Environment Haci

Luciano Lavizzari

Director, Office of Evaluation

Marc Van Uytvanck

Programme Manager, Belgian Sahfrund

Marian Bradley

Country Portfolio Manager for UganBastern and
Southern Africa Division

Michael Taylor

International Land Coalition

Mohamed Beavogui

Western and Central Africa Divisio

Mohammed Tounessi

Country Portfolio Manager, Westerd Central Africa
Division

Mona Bishay

Director, Near East and North AfricaiBion

Nana Cobbina

Chief Economist

Naoufel Telahigue

Programme Officer, Global Envimamt Facility

Oanh Nguyen

Research Analyst, Office of Evaluation

P. Afrika

Director, OPRC

Manuel Penalver Quesada

Consultant, Office of Etan

Shantanu Mathur

Technical Adviser, Technical Admdoivision

Shyam Khadka

Portfolio Manager for all the Prograrivtanagement
Department

Z. El-Bakri OSVP, Sector Operations
Z. Sakala Programming and Budgeting
ZR Zoukpo Reform Implementation Team

32



Annex Il

Partnerships Review: Main Issues and Key Questiorigune 9" 2008)

Main Issues

Key Questions

Proliferation of partnerships: Both IFAD and
AfDB have a ‘full’, diverse, undifferentiated ar
loosely defined mix of ‘partnerships’ at tf
development agency to development age
level. Limited tracking and/or evaluation of t
effectiveness of partnerships

How will corporate intent to invest more in strate

and substantive partnerships materialise? Wiltethe

be a rationalisation/ordering of existing ‘partreps’
in relation to corporate strategy and/or countriyesdr
needs?

Shallow and often negative experience
Historically limited scope (co-financing) ar
depth (declining practice in response to p
‘results’) to the experience of the AfDB al
IFAD institutional partnership (from 1978).

How will recent efforts to re-focus and re-energise
AfDB and IFAD institutional partnership (a wids
palette of modalities) deal with the historical hage
and scepticism of ‘value added? and the altereg

tiv

partnering options arising from a country centred

view?

Uncertain incentives at the operational level
Increasing workloads (throughput a
engagement), strong messages on ‘results’
incentive structures in both agencies operat
often mitigate against investing scarce time
partnership building and maintenance.

What and where are the areas of operations (AR
Africa) where partnership working is seen corpdya
and individually — by both AfDB and IFAD — as
means to increase corporate performance
development effectiveness?

Realising the gains of complementarily giver
diverging paths? IFAD’s niche country centre
role on targeting of the rural poor, innovatig
giving a voice for the poor and catalyst for \
scaling. AfDB focusing on rural infrastructur
becoming a ‘knowledge bank’ and ‘partner
choice’ with a strong regional orientation.

This suggests an AfDB/IFAD partnership built aroy
complementarity rather than a shared programn
framework and/or project modality. What would
require from the two organisations to make thid, r
dynamic and sustained in a particular country odn
after an initial ‘announcement’?

Competing demands for partnership effort
IFAD has both existing and new partnersh
with a range of agencies. As a UN agency it h
responsibility to take forward the one UN refo
agenda. Both IFAD and AfDB are part of t
broader ‘development partnership’ Paris age
at the country level. Both agencies wish
strengthen their bilateral relationship with part
countries.

In the short-medium term which of these strate
agendas will gain the most corporate attention?a4
consequence where will most operational effort

partnering be concentrated? On partnerships that;

increase the benefits (type/reach/level) flowirmnira
jointly resourced initiative, (i) increase thes&ults’
through specific expertise/knowledge/discrete ses/
in a programming/project cycle, (iii) increase
quality of an intervention (e.g. reaching a speg
target group) through complementary capacity
comparative advantage (iii) realise efficiency g4
through joint programming/joint operations.
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