Key dimensions of Partnership effectiveness/success: 
	A partnership that… 


	Produces results 

	· Partners achieve their shared goals (joint project) & individual (organizational) goals 
· Partnership is adding value to each organization 
· Partnership is achieving wider impact & influence
· Partnership is action/results-oriented
	


eg., through joint advocacy/voice 
with clear objectives & a shared mission

	Functions efficiently 

	· Partnership is well managed 
· Strong & appropriate communications in place
· Senior manager buy-in of Partnership paradigm
· Enabling processes for partnering 
· Partners play their most ‘high value’/appropriate role – each of us focuses on what we do best 
	clear roles for each partner, mutual accountability (seeking feedback; complaints mechanism), regular reviews, timely problem solving 
(a) in preparedness & response (contracting, grant management, financial, M&E, reporting, capacity building, Human Resources, Communications (visibility/branding); (b) efficient decision-making & light bureaucracy (eg. purely formalistic due diligence assessments are avoided); (c) institutional foundation for Partnering such as Partnership policies, standards, tools, support

	Is underpinned by a collaborative approach 

	· Partners have a genuine voice at the table 
· Programs of work are co-created & undertaken by one partner or another by agreement/mandate 
· Individual expertise & preferred ways of working are incorporated consciously & constructively 
	

	… and collaborative attitudes & skills
	· All those involved strive to adopt a collaborative mindset 
· Tangible evidence of each individual/organization’s engagement, commitment, contribution 
· Willingness to devote enough time to building/maintaining the partnership 


· Individuals are competent at operating in partnership
	(a) being flexible wherever they can and clear about constraints & non-negotiables; (b) sharing info as openly & transparently as possible; (c) understanding & acknowledging what each brings to the Partnership; (c) moving away from competition, control & ‘being in the lead’ (humility over what can be achieved alone; taking pride in joint achievement); (d) willing to share risk/take measured risk to the benefit of the partnership. 
Self-awareness, interpersonal & organizational strengthening skills






Key Localization dimensions  
	A (joint) response that… 
	Maximizes local capacity before using international support
	Local, national, regional capacity 

	
	Favors funding local actors as directly as possible 
	Reduced number of intermediaries 
Conducive funding tools, mechanisms

	
	(where) Local partner(s) have (or strive towards) a leadership role at local/national level – with internationals taking a support, complementary role
	Ownership of response 
Decision making 
Control (over resources)
In coordination mechanisms  

	
	(where) National & local priorities drive the response – and international support aligns to these priorities 
	As long as priorities are appropriate and in best interest of populations 

	
	Is directed by and relies on national systems/processes/tools, incl. in coordination 
	 

	
	Builds and strengthens local and traditional practice
	

	A partnership that… 
	Utilizes – does not replace – national human resources & capacities unless specific expertise is lacking 
	

	
	(where) Funding to the local partner is transferred as directly as possible; is tracked in a transparent manner; covers direct costs and some overheads/admin costs  
	% of total response funding managed by local partner 
% of funding for direct costs vs. overheads
Quality of funding (flexible? Can be invested in institutional capacity?)

	
	(where) Gaps within the local organization are clearly identified and actively addressed during preparedness & response 
	

	
	Recognizes local partners’ contributions to the response and gives them visibility in the media, with the public and donors 
	Joint Spokespeople for the response? (local/international)  

	
	Encourages joint participation and ownership throughout the response (from needs definition to design and monitoring); reflected in partnership agreement & in joint review/learning 
	

	
	Does not undermine local partner’s systems and ways of working, incl. financial/program management, reporting, accountability to affected people etc.. – but rather builds upon/strengthens them 
	Fit for emergency/fit for purpose internal systems; effective interface between systems from local and international partners    

	
	Uses efficient and simplified/harmonized reporting to donors 
	Esp. in multi-donor response 

	
	Favors engagement and participation of local communities (affected, host); where feedback results in corrective action 
	[other factors to test for AAP – eg, cash..] 

	
	(where) Local partners take a lead role in local/national humanitarian coordination processes
	

	
	Favors local partners’ engagement and presence in humanitarian policy debates at local, national and regional level
	If not international level 



Some sample questions to assess localization: 
· Is the local partner better positioned as a first responder for future emergencies (enhanced capacity – scale/scope, enhanced visibility/reputation, influence)? [Q to local partner] What have you learned from this response that puts you in a better position?  
· Is the local partner in a better position to attract humanitarian funding in the future, esp. direct funding?
· Has the visibility and reputation of the local partner been enhanced as a result of the response?
· Is the local partner more aware of its gaps/weaknesses in humanitarian action and actively addressing these (training, capacity strengthening etc..) 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Is the local partner more engaged and effective in humanitarian policy debate at all levels (esp local)? Are international partners supporting participation and influence of local partners in policy debates beyond their country? 



