
Learning from transitioning 
a large grant to local control 
in Tanzania

Part 3: Partnering with CRS

More than ever, local partners are being sought to manage development 
operations in their countries. This learning paper is the third in a four-part 
series describing CRS’ successful transition of a large grant to local control 
in Tanzania. In 2010, the Christian Social Services Commission (CSSC) was 
selected as the recipient of the Local Partners Excel in Comprehensive HIV & 
AIDS Service Delivery (LEAD) grant.

To an outsider, CRS partnership might simply look like an 
alliance between two organizations. But to partners, it means 
seeing the faces of CRS staff even when times are tough. 
This resilient and open partnership is what made the effective 
grant transition in Tanzania possible.

WHAT DID CRS LEARN IN TANZANIA?

•	 CRS embodies deep and shared investment in the local partner.

•	 CRS can help partners by phrasing recommendations in ways that are 
clear-cut and attractive.

The precursor to the 
LEAD project was 
AIDSRelief, which 
began in 2004. In 
2012, AIDSRelief was 
transitioned into the 
LEAD program. The 
consortium members 
and the mission of 
the project remained 
the same. In addition, 
LEAD was designed to 
support local partners 
in improving their 
management capacity.

During the exit of AIDSRelief, most consortium members created new locally 
registered organizations to transition the project. CRS chose instead to partner 
with CSSC, an already established local institution. CRS committed to working with 
CSSC through both the challenges and the potential CSSC presented.

Partnership in LEAD was a continuation of the work that CRS and CSSC had 
done together previously in Tanzania. The history and shared experience 
they had gave the partnership an element of familiarity and trust. Strong 
partnership greatly affects the partners’ receptivity to organizational changes. 
CRS and local partners should have at least one year’s experience working 
together before initiating a formal transition.

In the words of AIDSRelief consortium 
members, “Transition business is 
CRS business.” The responsibility 
that CRS took over the successes 
and the failures of CSSC went beyond 
that of other consortium members. 
According to the Institute of Human 

Virology at the University of Maryland, 
CRS patiently worked with the facility 
and the team when other partners 
would have “given up and walked 
out.” At times, CRS was seen as 
“nursing” CSSC, and staff were 
constantly asked, “Do you work for 

CRS partnership embodies the deep, shared investment that 
is necessary to sustain a grant transition.



2

CRS or CSSC?” In a phrase, CRS partnership means 
“going the extra mile.”

CRS believes that there is intrinsic value in this 
approach to partnership—a fundamental necessity 
to stick beside partners even in challenges. This 
commitment is often echoed by fellow faith-based 
organizations. In Tanzania, CRS and a peer faith-
based organization both went “above and beyond” 
in situations that were frustrating to other partners. 
The positive impact of CRS efforts during a grant 
transition can be amplified by engaging faith-based 
organizations with a similar approach to partnership.

In the span of a large grant transition, the partner 
relationship can go through many stages. CRS and 
CSSC worked well in strengthening program quality, 
but initially they struggled to resolve management 
quality issues effectively. As the transition 
evolved, however, their relationship also evolved. 
Organizational development eventually became 
more seamless.

Specifying organizational changes in the context 
of partnership is a unique challenge. Reflecting on 
the LEAD transition, consortium members and CRS 
felt that at times they lacked firmness with CSSC 
regarding improvements that needed to take place. 
Generally, CRS does not provide strong messages 
up front about the expectations of management 
structures. This humble approach in partnership 
is valuable.

At the same time, CRS should specify 
tangible outcomes for the partner when 
weaknesses are identified. It’s important 
to consider how the CRS approach to 
organizational development can be 
marketed to partners—ideally, in a way 
that is attractive, valuable and accessible 
to them.

Working with Church partners during a transition adds 
an element of nuance to the development process. 
Church partners are an essential component of the 
work CRS does globally. They are the actionable and 
preferred network. In a partner relationship, CRS will 
give them organizational suggestions, but not impose 
restrictions. Making recommendations in a way that 
is attractive and accessible to Church partners will 
help ensure that important improvements take place.

During a transition, donors may influence the 
expression of CRS partnership. When CSSC began 

receiving direct funding from the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention (CDC), tension arose around 
transparency and the influence of the donor, the CDC. 
The donor also instructed consortium members to 
step back from the capacity-strengthening process 
in order to support CSSC’s independence. While 
this preserved CSSC’s autonomy, it limited CRS’ 
traditional expression of partnership.

HERE’S WHAT THE TRANSITION 
LOOKED LIKE

Pre-2009

CRS and CSSC had an ongoing legacy of partnership. 
Experience working together previously lent the 
partnership an element of familiarity and trust.

2009

CSSC was identified as the local partner for the 20 
faith-based sites of LEAD.

CSSC’s board approved the partnership with 
AIDSRelief.

2010

CSSC won funding from the CDC.

2011

Collaborative capacity-strengthening activities 
increased; staff participated in joint visits to 
health facilities, planning sessions and strategic 
development sessions.

ALL YEARS

CRS and CSSC staff became deeply integrated.

•	 Joint site visits, staff secondment, trainings, 
and joint meetings with stakeholders 
created staff cohesion among partners.

•	 Staff became so close-knit they were often 
asked, “Do you work for CRS or CSSC?”

CRS’ resilience as a partner stood out, 
characterized by peers as going beyond what 
was anticipated or expected.

CRS and fellow faith-based organizations shared 
a similar partnership approach, and together 
expressed their commitment to partners by 
“going the extra mile.”


