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Executive Summary

The Community-Based Natural Resource Management and Sustainable Agriculture (CONASA) project commissioned a study on their enterprise development activities.

CONASA’s goal is to improve livelihood security for people living within the project area, and to increase sustainable production of natural resources.  The objective of the study was to provide an assessment of their enterprise development activities and to make recommendations on how best to strengthen impact.

The key finding from this study are:

· CONASA’s outreach and understanding of the communities are excellent and a good basis upon which to build enterprise development programming.

· The current conceptual framework for enterprise development is, to mobilise communities into cooperative enterprises and is founded on the assumption that cooperatives would provide members with an advantage in the market.

· The viability of these enterprises was not investigated and none have been found to be generating incomes.  

· Through supply led interventions these enterprises have been provided with business development services and capital, additionally CONASA is running businesses.

· While community based organisations have been developed to support these enterprises, other market based institutions have not been.

· Enterprise development good practises are not well understood and subsequently have not been incorporated into interventions.

· The enabling environment for enterprise in the project area is poor and activities have been undertaken to improve understanding and awareness of their implications.

· While a mixture of grants and loans have been provided, it is not likely these will address the weak financial services markets.

· Conservation ideals form part of enterprise development interventions, however impacts are not easily measured.

· Enterprise activities form an integral part of a household’s livelihood, and increased income generating opportunities contribute to livelihood security.

· Sustainability has not been part of intervention design, however is increasingly being considered.

Considering the difficulties of working in the enterprise development sector with these communities, CONASA’s poverty focus has been exemplary. 

Based on the assessment of enterprise development activities and incorporating current good practises the following recommendations are made:

· Enterprise development activities should be information based, where better information can be used by households and small enterprises to make decisions that lead to increased income generating opportunities.

· A market development approach should be used to address constraints that prevent efficient enterprise activities.

· A more analytical approach to assessing which activities will lead to greater impact should be employed to increase programming efficiency.

CONASA’s enterprise development activities have not yielded the expected results and while the study finds that a more market oriented approach needs to be adopted it is expected that this be built upon current activities. 

Acronyms and Abbreviations

AWF

African Wildlife Foundation

CBNRM
Community Based Natural Resource Management

BDS

Business Development Services

CBO

Community Based Organisation

CBV

Conservation Based Venture

CG

Commodity Group

CONASA
Community-Based Natural Resource Management and Sustainable Agriculture

CRB
Community Resource Board

IGA

Income Generating Activity
NGO

Non-governmental Organisation

PRA

Participatory Rural Appraisal

M&E

Monitoring and Evaluation

MDA

Market Development Approach

MER

Monitoring, Evaluation and Response

PRSP

Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper

ROSCA
Rotational Savings and Credit Association

SME

Small and Medium Enterprises

ToT

Training of Trainers

USAID
United States Agency for International Development

VAG

Village Area Group

VMC

Village Management Committee

WCS

Wildlife Conservation Society

Introduction
In October 2003, Luqman Ahmad was commissioned by the Community-Based Natural Resources Management and Sustainable Agriculture (CONASA) project to carry out a study of its “enterprise” and “income generating activities” (IGA) development programming.  

The CONASA project has been in operation since early 2001 and is implemented through a consortium of organisations that include; CARE, Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) and the African Wildlife Foundation (AWF).  The project is funded by the United States Agency for International Development (UASID) and has a four year lifespan.  The twin goals of the project are to improve livelihood security for people in the project area, and to increase sustainable production of natural resources.  The project has a three-pronged approach to address the goals and has been designed into three components with the following objectives:

I. Improving household livelihood security.

II. Strengthening policy and civil society support for Community Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) development.

III. Facilitating trans-boundary CBNRM.

CONASA’s enterprise/IGA programming is primarily seen as a vehicle through which to support increasing household incomes and has been encapsulated in both Components I and III.  

The objective of this study is to provide information and analysis that enable CONASA to: 

· Strengthen impact from enterprise development activities.

· Understand the impact of income generation on livelihood security. 

· Understand the impact of enterprise on natural resources.

· Prepare CONASA for a possible phase II.  

The study is intended to be an internal CONASA document; it provides an assessment of CONASA’s current enterprise related activities and makes recommendation for ways forward.  The report does provide information which could improve the teams understanding and capacity, additionally several workshops were held in which this was expanded upon. 

Information used for this study was primarily gathered through a literature review and a series of interviews with CONASA staff.  Additionally, a few interviews and focus group discussions were carried out with community members within the project area.

While the nature of the study required that a critical analysis of CONASA’s enterprise activities be undertaken, it is recognised that CONASA has made great progress in achieving a broad range of objectives.  It is also appreciated that the enterprise activities fit within a project that combines a complex series of issues.

History of Enterprise Activities

The CONASA team are using an adaptive management technique, one which calls for a “learning from doing” approach.  After nearly three years of programming the project has accumulated an impressive list of enterprise development activities.  The aggressive and ambitious nature of the team has driven them to explore new areas and try new interventions.  While results have not always met expectations, they have provided the team with some important lessons.  The CONASA team have “done” a lot, this study forms part of its “learning” and should provide insight into how best to adjust methodologies and tools.

Many specific markets have been explored by CONASA and while some have progressed further than others it is important to take account of some of the more significant involvements.  The enterprise development areas that have been reviewed for this study include:

· Handicrafts

· Honey

· Sunflower

· Mungongo Nut 

· Maize

· Paprika

· Mulobezi guest-house/lodge

· Dundumwezi Campsite

A summary account of the specific activities undertaken for each of above listed enterprise areas can be found in Appendix I.  While the summaries provide a rough overview of the sequence of events they do not capture all of the thought, discussions and undocumented activities; it is hoped that the team would continue to update these summaries as a way to capture sector and product based experiences.  The planning and reporting processes within CONASA are built around specific indicators. It would be advisable that the enterprise team also build work plans and activity files for a specific market activity (i.e. Work Plan: Honey; Activity File: Honey).  The current work plans lack sufficient detail on each specific market area, making it difficult to reflect back and determine whether things went according to plan. 

Many of the activities reviewed also form integral parts of CONASA’s Agriculture and Natural Resources sections.  The objectives of the summaries are essentially to capture activities as they related to enterprise or income generation.

The Commodity Group (CG) structure promoted by CONASA has been the primary vehicle through which they have engaged communities for enterprise related activities.  These CG’s are comprised of up to 25 individual members. Subsequently the team have established 74 Commodity Groups based upon different enterprise activity, these include:

· Carpentry/Pit Sawing (13 CG’s)

· Handicrafts (4 CG’s)

· Honey (14 CG’s)

· Mungongo Nut (3 CG’s)

· Poultry/Livestock (14 CG’s)

· Maize/Seed (9 CG’s)

· Sunflower (7 CG’s)

· Vegetables/Fruits (10 CG’s)

A map of the project area has been generated with the different CG’s appropriately plotted.  Whether the CG’s received funding from CONASA and the degree of activity that has taken place thus far are also both mapped.  The CONASA Enterprise Map can be found as Appendix II within this report.

Upon analysis of the CONASA Enterprise Map it is apparent that the activities reflect land use patterns and natural resource distribution.  In the eastern parts of the project area, where more farming activities occur most of sunflower, maize and vegetable/fruit CG’s are found.  Likewise in the western parts of the project area where there is lower population density and more wilderness, the CG’s are primarily natural resource based (e.g. honey and timber/pit sawing).  

Clustering patterns have been found to occur in both honey and sunflower enterprises.  Businesses clustering patterns have been a topic of significant interest to many economists.  While resource distribution and land use patterns do contribute to people doing similar activities in close proximity, it is argued that clustering is market driven and led by buyers not suppliers. Clustering has been known to occur in areas where businesses attracting clients will also draw other businesses to copy or move in proximity to gain access to those clients.  In most cases, clustering has not been driven by collaboration but rather by competition. These business clustering patterns are often very well pronounced in city markets (i.e. metal workers all together, vegetable retailers next to each other).  

Conceptual Framework

The CONASA project has been designed within the context of a livelihoods approach.  The CARE Livelihood Model has been used as a framework in which to understand the project area communities.  Part of CONASA’s approach has been to address sustainable rural livelihoods through its enterprise and income generating programming activities.

Whilst the initial Participatory Rural Appraisals (PRA’s) carried out by CONASA have used the CARE Model to study the project area, the subsequent enterprise programming has not always been consistent with what was initially analysed.  CONASA’s response has increasingly become supply driven and more distant from the PRA findings.

The following points highlight the current CONASA conceptual framework for enterprise development.  This model is depicted in Figure 1:

Identification:  With assistance from consultants and technical advisors, assessments were carried out in the project area of current activities, community capacity, and natural resources. These were either part or separate to the PRA process and have provided the basis for most of CONASA interventions.  Only on a few occasions have opportunities have been identified by the market.

Selection: While it is not clear what information CONASA uses as criteria in selecting which areas it will support or not, the team does have internal discussions both on an annual and monthly bases to map out its involvement. While the key objective of enterprise programming is to increase household incomes, the team hasn’t analysed where CONASA’s intervention will provide the greatest returns and what types of activities will be more likely to lead to increased incomes.
Forming Enterprises: Once an activity has been identified and selected the initial response has been uniform, and is based upon establishing community owned and operated enterprises (CG’s).  Most of CONASA’s enterprise energies have gone to forming and training these CG’s. 
Building Enterprises: Following training, CG’s would typically apply to CONASA for start-up support.  These applications appear to be evaluated on group cohesion, need or by what CONASA are interested in developing. This support was often provided in the form or capital equipment or input supply. Subsequently, there has been a lot of confusion on whether the support was a grant or a loan.  In the case of loans very little has been recovered to date.  In one case, a Community Resource Board (CRB) has been considered and supported as a CG. 

Exit:  Beyond the initial support provided by CONASA very little consideration has been given to an exit strategy.  In many cases CONASA’s involvement from identification to building enterprises has carried for several years.  While some activities never worked and simply faded away, the team have been reluctant to disengage from activities themselves.

The current framework is focused upon CONASA providing training and inputs to CG’s.  The initial CONASA proposal called for the formation of CG’s, however the team has been very rigid in its application of this concept.  

The conceptual framework lacks an appreciation of demand or market development and is built upon a supply driven approach.  Additionally, not enough emphasis has been placed on understanding the market problems that are preventing communities from increasing incomes.  As part of this study a workshop was conducted in which a new conceptual framework was drafted.  This is presented in the “Recommendations for Conceptual Model and Strategy” section of this report.

FIGURE 1.

[image: image9.png]Current CONASA Enterprise Development
Conceptual Framework

Opportunity Identification

CONASA Consuitants
Team Tech. Advisors Market

PRA
Communities

CONASA Provide

Basis
c dity & Business
it ommodity Group | Trainin
Constitution Capacity Building o

Commodity Group
Formation

Technical
Training

Group Dynamics
Training

CONASA Provide

Capital
Input Supply Co"&zgo‘t'ryciﬁéo”p Equipement

Technology Fg‘:;i:ﬁl

CONASA Support * Commodity Group
Inactive

Continues . .
Individuals Members Active





Strategy

The team have made several assumptions upon which most of the enterprise activities have been built upon.  The main assumption is that community groups can form and operate effective businesses that will lead to increased incomes.  While cooperative style businesses can be effective the assumption does not recognise the limitations of groups and the role of entrepreneurship and individuals.  A problem with the assumption is that it implies a market advantage is inherent with groups and while this can be true in some cases, the team have failed to identify the advantage before proceeding with forming and funding of CG’s.  The CG approach in itself needs to be reviewed; this is expanded upon in the “Target Market” section of this report.  Within the strategy of the project, the role of NGO also needs to be re-examined and a more critical look needs to be taken at the use of subsidies and service provision.  In accordance with enterprise development good practise more consideration needs to be given to market facilitation. 

The terms enterprise and income generating activities (IGA) are sometimes used interchangeably by many of the team.  However, for most of the Component III team, enterprise has been defined as a business that directly abates a threat to the environment.  These types of enterprises are also referred to as Conservation Business Ventures (CBV’s).  In principle, Component III has taken the lead on CBV’s however there has been extensive overlap with Component I.  There were no distinct differences found in approaches for dealing with enterprise or IGA and presenting clear definitions for the two is an academic rather than practical exercise. Each enterprise will demand different services and support. It would be preferable that one process be developed that addresses these diverse requirements, rather than trying to develop different approaches for large, small, farming and natural resource types of businesses.  It is advisable that CONASA simply use one term for its programming. 

While the establishment of CG’s has been very systematic the subsequent interventions appear to be based on gut feeling and tend to be supply driven rather than demand or market driven.  

The documents prepared in support of proposed activities lack the required critical analysis.  As such it appears as though little consideration is given to viability, different possible interventions and relative likelihood of success.  It is assumed that more consideration is given by the team in reaching decisions; however the available documentation doesn’t reflect an in-depth critical process.  

The CONASA project area is undoubtedly one of the more challenging environments in Zambia.  The team have clearly exerted a tremendous amount of energy in servicing these communities.  While the team acknowledges that they have become increasingly supply driven, it is felt that this is a reaction to the increasing pressure to meet targets. This has resulted in the team making decisions that were thought to produce quicker results. 

The enterprise team have focused on mobilising communities and providing training and capital.  The current strategy is excessively based upon market intervening and will not lead to sustainability. Although the team would like to have the greatest possible outreach, any new approach should encourage staff to be focusing activities on areas that will deliver the greatest impact. The team needs to consider a strategy that seeks to make markets work better for poor people by addressing constraints through market development.

Institutional Analysis

The CONASA team has as in-depth understanding of the project area.  Although fairly remote, many types of institutions already exist and operate within the project area these include:

· Traditional Leadership

· Government Institutions

· Donors, NGO’s and Projects

· Private Sector and Business Associations

Based upon the observations of the team it appears as though very little collaboration between NGO’s has taken place.  In some cases the different NGO’s and projects actually undermine each other.  Where one NGO may be attempting to build sustainable markets for agricultural inputs, others are providing inputs for free.  This problem is not unique to the project area and is a common characteristic of a donor and NGO dominated environment.  For the benefit of all programming in the area it is recommended that dialogue between the projects be increased.  Admittedly this is often very difficult to implement.

The critical institutions and actors in a strong market are business development services, financial services and governance.    

Business Development Services (BDS) is a widely recognised term used to describe non-financial services critical to the entry, survival, productivity, competitiveness and growth of micro, small and medium-sized enterprises.  BDS are typically categorised into the following five areas:

Market Access: business marketing, market information and market linkages.

Infrastructure: storage and warehousing, transportation and communications, business incubators.

Input Supply: linking small enterprises to input suppliers, improving suppliers’ capacity to provide regular supply of quality inputs, facilitating the establishment of bulk buying groups, information on input supply services.

Training and Technical Assistance: Mentoring, feasibility studies and business plans, management training, technical training, advisory services, legal services.

Technology and Product Development: technology transfer and commercialisation, linking small enterprises and technology suppliers, facilitating technology procurement, quality assurance programmes, equipment leasing and rental, design services.

It is important to identify the constraints preventing these markets from developing.  As a result of these constraints, markets serving small enterprise and poor people need outside assistance. Sustainable BDS markets are built upon private sector providers.  Effective interventions address the constraints by facilitating BDS market development rather than through direct provision.     

BDS markets in the project area are generally weak however; many services do exist and need to build upon.  

In a few instances CONASA have taken on the role of provider and have tried to fill the gap in the market by providing inputs, finance, training and many other business development services.  In a weak market such as the project area this approach has been viewed as a quick fix to problems.  More recently the team are placing more responsibility on the CRB’s to play the role of provider for a broad range of services, including financing and technical assistance through the Community Grant and Training of Trainers (ToT) programme.  

In order to better address the problem of institutional gaps in the market CONASA’s approach should consider the following actors and their roles:

· NGO’s/Projects; advocacy, facilitate market development through the provision of information.

· Entrepreneurs and businesses; provide BDS and financial services.

· Government; enabling environment for business, managing public goods, and the environment.

This approach is built upon the recognition of what different actors have proven to be efficient at, what their mandates are and issues related to sustainability.  

The role of Government as a key institution in creating an enabling environment for enterprise development will be reviewed within the “Policy Section” of this report.

It will be important for the CBNRM structures to clearly define their mandate and make some conclusion on whether they are an NGO, governance structure or business.  Within this framework it will be useful for CONASA to review its own institutional strengths as well as that of the CRB structures to better design responses to gaps in the market.  

Human Resources

Spread across three offices and possessing a diverse set of skills, the CONASA team have demonstrated commitment and perseverance. Four staff members have direct responsibility for enterprise development and have been involved in over a dozen specific projects.  While enterprise staff have been split between Component I and III the overlap has been extensive.  It has been argued that simply more time will enable the team to demonstrate greater impact, this is partially true. Further improvements in the way the team operates need to be considered for greater impact to be achieved.

Upon a quick review of enterprise activities and the involvement of the four enterprise team members, it is clear that the team are spread too thin.  Without appropriate targeting criteria, the team run the risk of taking on more projects without being able to demonstrate resulting impact from past and current activities.  

While the team have technical skills as they relate to agriculture production and natural resource management, many within the team lack an understanding of how markets work and more specifically how to improve markets for poor people.  This is a real discipline with over 50 years of donor and NGO experience having contributed to what can be termed the Market Development Approach (MDA).  It would be advisable that the enterprise team become more familiar with this body of knowledge.  A starting point for improving these enterprise and market skills would be to review the wealth of documentation produced and easily accessible via the internet.  Enough can be learnt and applied from what is currently available and any formal training course would be unnecessary, particularly considering the timeframe of the CONASA project.  

In applying any new approach to enterprise development it will be important for the section heads (NR, Forestry and Agriculture) to understand and harmonise their activities with the enterprise team.  It has been noted that there currently exists an ideological difference between the two, in particular as it relates to issues such as entrepreneurs vs. groups and service provision vs. facilitation. Any new strategy will need clear leadership and the support and participation of the broader CONASA team.

Accessing the project area presents a whole set of challenges that the team have constantly faced.  Attempts have been made to coordinate field visits and to develop more field based personnel. While passing on responsibility to Peace Corp volunteers and Community Coordinators/Facilitators may seem like the obvious route, the effective management of these field personnel is another challenging task.  It has already been observed that without sufficient access to transport and communications the field based personnel are extremely limited.  

While the annual review and planning workshops have provided opportunities to measure resource allocation and level of effort, it would be advantageous for CONASA to consider implementing a timesheet system for tracking ongoing efforts in each of the project areas.  While there is no doubt that the team work hard, this system might provide more detailed information for everybody to use in making decision on where to reduce or increase involvement.  CONASA already has extensive internal reporting requirements and practically such a system may require a trade-off, reducing some of the narrative style reporting for more quantitative tracking. 

The current restructuring of the CONASA Enterprise Team provides a unique opportunity to build upon lessons learned and change approaches to meet the challenging task at hand.

Cross Component Issues

The CONASA project is unique in the way it combines the issues of livelihood security and conservation.  As such the team is built upon the skills and expertise of CARE, WCS and AWF.  Efforts made to bring these organisations under a common CONASA approach have yielded results and while some issues are unresolved, overall the CONASA experience has been positive.

In an attempt to utilise the different skills from the three organisations the project was designed in three components.  Component I follows a CARE approach to livelihood security while Component III resembles a more typical AWF style project.  In addition, a strong conservation element has been brought by WCS.

With Component III not being brought forward into year four of the project, some of the unresolved issues may not need to be addressed.  In recognising the value of learning from past lessons, a few point have been raised that might provide insight for any future programming considerations.  

Rooted in different approaches Component I and III had difficulty in harmonising and synergising all of their efforts.  While Component I engaged in enterprise activities that might indirectly abate a threat to the environment, Component III were looking for a more direct link to conservation.  The conservation logic employed by Component III was not fully shared by Component I, making joint involvement more complex.  In the case of honey and mungongo nuts there was overlap but more often than not the two Components acted separately.  In the instances of overlap the two Components had difficulties in collaborating.  Projects were carved out between the two Components or the lead switched between the two, but rarely did the two Components effectively share projects with defined parameters detailing “who did what” based on expertise.

Identifying all of the root problems based on a retrospective approach is difficult, however some of the problems maybe attributed to the structure of the performance monitoring plan.  The “ownership of project” issue maybe connected to the fact that the two Components needed distinct projects to report against, leading to division rather than collaboration.

A more positive outcome of organisational collaboration maybe found in what the team takes forward.  The differences in approaches have also been an opportunity for exchange.  Staff with an initially limited conservation experience, today have a greater appreciation of its relevance.  Likewise, other staff have gained a more in-depth understanding of livelihood security issues.  

Collaboration has proven to have its benefits and its difficulties, building more common objectives with defined contributions maybe one way in which to increase synergies.

Policy

Designed within the project is a policy component that focuses on strengthening policy and civil society support for CBNRM development.  This unit has worked to develop awareness of how current government policy associated with resource management effect communities and the newly formed CRB’s.  In addition to CBNRM policy issues, there is a long list of other issues that effect the enabling environment for business in the project area.

Many observers take for granted government policies related to inflation and pricing, competition and monopoly, property rights and contract enforcement, but it is these basic policies that provide the enabling framework for all businesses, including small and medium enterprises (SME’s), in the economy.  It is recognised that regulatory compliance cost disproportionately affect micro and small enterprises, leading many to remain within the informal business environment.

It is widely argued that the enabling environment for business in Zambia needs to improve.  The enabling environment for business is not simply measured by how much policy is in place (i.e. more policy is bad, less policy is good) but rather, if the policy is appropriate, consistently applied and transparent.

Below are few examples of how current policies and government actions affect the activities of households in the project area.

Causes: Government intervenes in the maize markets by trying to fix prices and by providing irregular and subsidised input supply.

Effects: Inconsistency leads to uncertainty in markets and price fluctuations. Private sector crowded out of the market because they can’t compete with subsidised services and products.  This leads to a poorly developed supply chain effecting rural and poor communities ability to source and sell maize.  Since maize is held as capital, communities are unable to translate capital for other livelihood requirements. This leads to increased livelihood insecurity.

Cause:  Government finance large parts of their budget through issuing lucrative fixed return bonds on the local market.

Effect:  Local financial institutions seeking low risk and high returns place large amount of their holding in lucrative and secure investments.  Private sector lending and investment opportunities cannot compete with bonds. This leads to reduced access to financial service to the private sector.  Particularly affected are the higher risk and higher cost services. Communities have limited access to financial service reducing their ability to save, attain credit or invest, further reducing their ability to increase productivity and improve their livelihood security.

Numerous other examples of how the broader enabling environment affects the communities in the project area can be made.  With most of the policy team’s focus on CBNRM, other enabling environment issues that effect households in the project area have not been well understood or explored.  

CONASA’s understanding of land and communal property rights also are very relevant to enterprise development should be built upon.

While customary land systems do provide access to households, unless it can be converted to “lease-hold” it is unlikely that it can be used to leverage other capital.  Customary land cannot be used as collateral or sold until it has gone through a lengthy process of conversion, which most households can not afford.  This process depends on the local Chief providing consent and is known to be also influenced by both social and financial capital. Many people have also complained at the lack of transparency within the land conversion process.  CONASA has made efforts in this regards through presenting a paper to the CRB’s and Chiefs
 however it is not clear what the outcome of these efforts have been.

Communally owned property rights are not well recognised within the formal business environment. This was exemplified by the problems a CRB had in trying to register their Campsite venture with the Office of the Registrar.  This same issue is also why capital cannot currently be leveraged from communal assets and hence the need to convert customary land to leasehold.

The Wildlife Act of 1998 has improved the communities’ involvement in managing resources and has provided them with a louder voice in determining how they are used.  A recent example of where the communities were able to scuttle a timber concession given to an outside firm proves that their power has increased.  The new system makes it more difficult for resources to be allocated without their knowledge and involvement.  This might ensure more partnership opportunities are exploited.  Previously, companies may have come into the project area, exploited and left without any benefits flowing to the community.  Even with these new opportunities it is unlikely that the Wildlife Act alone can provide the right enabling environment to drive economic development within the project area.  

Within CONASA there is recognition that the policy team are doing good work, however, most of the Component I & III team members are very disconnected from Component II (policy) work.  

CONASA has demonstrated to have a competitive advantage in policy advocacy for CBNRM related issues. The current mandate of Component II places all of its focus on conservation and natural resource issues.  If the policy team are to play a larger role to serve the livelihoods part of CONASA’s goal than it is advisable that they become more aware and active within non-CBNRM policy issues.

The other non-CBNRM policy issues cannot be addressed by CONASA alone.  It would be more realistic for CONASA to simply become more involved in other policy advocacy initiatives.  There are many advocacy, policy reform and business enabling environment organisations in Zambia. The Agriculture Consultative Forum (USAID funded) and the Business Forum might be good places to start.

Training

Training has been a significant focus in all of CONASA’s programming.  Within the CRB structures, training plays a vital role in institution building.  In review of enterprise based training activities it is clear that CONASA have invested heavily.  

Increasing livelihood security or more simply increasing household incomes requires a broad understanding of what constraints are preventing people from operating more efficiently.  Without a full assessment of constraints it is difficult to pinpoint what type of training would benefit the communities.  A more effective approach to training would be to only support demand for training. 

Individuals that see a clear link between a skills deficit and increased incomes are normally prepared to make a sacrifice to participate in specific training.  This recognition of benefit would constitute what drives demand for training content.  CONASA’s enterprise training has predominantly been supply driven and resulting increases to incomes have not been apparent.  The current training system provides an incentive for participation, in addition to paying the cost of training CONASA are also paying participants per diem allowances.  While the market may already be distorted by other NGO’s and projects, the current scenario makes it difficult to distinguish between demand for training content and demand for training perks.  

Training as it relates to enterprise should not be considered as an end in itself but rather a means through which individuals can increase their earning potential.  Taking into account all the factors that effect household income, it should be recognised that training may address only a fraction of the problems.

The training of CG’s with group dynamics and basic business training have very little relevance to what will increase household incomes.  CONASA’s new strategy should places less emphasis on forming, funding and training of CG’s. 

The general feeling amongst the CONASA staff is that the individuals selected to conduct the training have been good.  These trainers are paid on a daily basis rather than based on the number of participants or resulting outcome from the training.  This system does not create an incentive for the trainers to provide appropriate services or for training more people.  From the perspective of the communities the training has been provided by CONASA irrespective of whether it was outsourced.  Included in the training strategy has been the notion than individuals selected by the CRB or Village Area Groups (VAG’s) will return to the community and further train other community members. This system does not provide access to individuals who have the most to gain from the content of the training, but rather, it rewards individuals who have strong social capital within the CRB or VAG structures.  Additionally, expecting returning individuals to become effective Community Based Facilitator Trainer isn’t practical or proven.  The key principle behind a successful Training of Trainers (ToT) programme is the market; the subsequent new trainers need to sustain their activities through becoming little businesses themselves
.  If these Community Facilitators are to sustain their activities they need to either be paid by CONASA or by individuals who receive training.  If the Community Facilitators are solely paid by CONASA it will likely lead to the problems of supply driven training and is unsustainable.

Training is a BDS and as such CONASA should consider adjusting their enterprise training activities to bring it closer in line with a market development approach.  This would entail working with communities to identify training in which a direct link to increased incomes is seen by communities, and responding only to demand.  Although training may continue to require subsidies it will be important to introduce a concept of cost sharing if demand for training content is to be uncovered.  Facilitating training also provides an opportunity to encourage a transaction between service provider and client even within the context of a subsidy.

Performance Targets

The CONASA project has been designed with clear logic, linking its goals and objectives to its results framework.  The three Components have eleven subsequent performance results that provide direction, and are measured by range of indicators.  With Component III falling away in year four, the team will be able to focus on the remaining eight results.

A summary of enterprise related results, indicators, targets and achievements can be found in Figure 2.   This information has been compiled by the CONASA Monitoring, Evaluation and Response (MER) team.

FIGURE 2. Enterprise related Performance Monitoring

Results 2:  Technical skills for livelihood strategies development

· PI 2.1:  Number of Farmers in selected CBO’s adopting new enterprise and institutional skills.
(Target = 11,577: Achieved = 371)

· PI 2.2: Number of community members conducting training activities
(Target = 245: Achieved = 61)

· PI 2.3: CG’s have basic business skills
(No target: 4 CG’s 144 individuals trained)

· PI 2.4: CG capacity strengthened 
(3 community coordinators trained in business skills)

Result 3: Diverse market opportunities for agriculture and natural resource products identified and developed.

· PI 3.1: Number of business linkages established between selected CBO’s and the private sector.
(Target by 2004 = 3 in NRP and 3 in agri products: not effectively measured)

· PI 3.2: Number of marketing materials produced.
(Target = 40 posters, 4 billboards, 500 leaflets: Achieved = 0 posters, 4 billboards, 0 leaflets) 

· PI 3.3: Value of products and services marketed by selected CBO’s
(Targets =$35,000 in maize, $1,000 in groundnuts, $3,850 in sunflower: Achieved = $200 in sunflower, $120 in crafts) 

· PI 3.4: Total value of loans received by members of selected CBO’s
(Target =$1,683 through CONASA: Achieved $46,695)

· PI 3.5: Number of households benefiting from contractual agreements between selected CBO’s and the private sector.
(Target = 5,170 households: Achieved = limited)

· PI 3.6: Average household income:
(Target = $167 per household by 2004  Current: not measured)

Result 10: Increased regional business investment in Zambia and the Kafue Area

· PI 10.1: Value of signed contracts between selected CBO’s and regional markets

· PI 10.2: Value of non-traditional exports from selected GMA’s

Results 11: Increase rural incomes from regional markets.

· PI 11.1: Value of products and services marketed by selected CBO’s for regional markets.
Upon review and analysis of the Performance Monitoring Plan several issues have been identified.  While some targets appear to be unrealistic the main problem with the Performance Monitoring Plan are the indicators themselves.  Many of the indicators have been based upon the assumption that CBO’s and CG’s will be fully formed and operational businesses.  In practical terms the skills adopted, marketing, sales and transactions, are carried out at the household level.  Even though the CONASA proposal never specified CG’s as businesses the indicators are assuming they are.  Revised indicators should be focused on the household level, where they are considered as part of the private sector.  CONASA should try to strike a balance between, what is critical to measure, what can be measured and what can be done about what has been found.

The team have consistently underperformed in the Results 3 category (opportunities identified and developed) based upon CONASA’s own work plans.  There is a disconnect between training and enterprise activities, where increases in training have not resulted in an increase in market activities. Responding to this situation will require a review of both training and market development strategies.

Feeding directly into USAID’s SO1, (increasing rural incomes for selected groups), the framework is attempting to measure the change in average household incomes relative to a baseline figure.  Affecting the average income in the project area is an ambitious objective, CONASA maybe better served if it were to assess the change in income at the household level directly.  Measuring income before and after a specific intervention at household level will likely be a more accurate reflection of impact.  This approach may also provide information on the opportunity cost of changing or improving livelihood activities.  Measuring household incomes may already be happening through the Community Self Monitoring process however the information has not been captured in the results framework.

The CONASA Performance Monitoring Plan is well conceived and managed.  Although a few indicators may need to be reviewed the overall system provides a solid basis upon which to move forward on.  

Monitoring and Evaluation

For many development programmes monitoring and evaluation (M&E) is an afterthought, counter to this, CONASA have given M&E a high priority and an ongoing role.  Systems and resources in place have clearly been given careful consideration.  With dedicated staff, regular reporting, verification visits, a library and database, CONASA’s M&E systems are exemplary.   

Feeding into M&E and the Performance Measurement Plan is a large amount of information and while systems are in place, there is room for improving the management and utilisation of this information.  From an outsiders perspective navigating the system and sourcing information is challenging.  Not all of the information gathered is flowing into a central management system.  Many reports and documents are kept at the individual level or stored in the different offices.  It is recommended that documents be properly dated and cross referenced, to help capture a sequence of events for a specific project activity.  Having a single file for each project (e.g. honey, sunflower, etc.) would help to identify lessons learned.  

For the most part, information used by the enterprise team to make decisions has been inadequate.  The existing documentation does not reflect an understanding of the broader market constraints for each sector.  Interventions are designed without supporting information explaining why a certain route was taken over another and documents proposing new interventions lack the required critical analysis expected in a viability study.  

In order to better focus enterprise activities the team needs to improve the way in which it analyses risk, returns/impact and transaction costs.  Specifically related to the business plans produced by CONASA, the most significant gap has been its understanding of market demand.  

In order to improve information gathering, tools need to be developed that guide the team in ensuring the critical questions are asked and answered. These tools would not fall under an M&E system but rather in an operations style manual.  M&E systems should critique the outcomes and impacts from interventions and circulate the information back for consideration into the operations manual.

The team are aware of their successes and failures, the real difficulty has been on internalising and adjusting operations to reflect the lessons learned.  An operations manual that incorporates analytical tools and guidelines may provide the vehicle through which to manage this process. 

Enterprise and Conservation

Part of CONASA’s goal is to ensure sustainable natural resource management.  While extensive effort has been made to develop CRB structures to manage resources, CONASA has not clearly defined what link they are seeking between conservation and its enterprise activities.  Some within the CONASA team are satisfied with an indirect link to conservation, based upon an assumption that increased incomes or livelihood security will reduce the pressures on the surrounding environment leading to greater conservation.  Other team members are seeking to foster enterprise activities that have a more direct link to conservation.  These differences have been highlighted earlier in the cross component section of this report.

Examining the relationship

The correlation between increased livelihood security and conservation is not well understood and requires a thorough investigation.  Theoretically, it can be argued that effective natural resource management would balance, allowing the most commercially productive use of a resource, with protecting the environment.  

Enterprises are well known for depleting resources to gain the quickest returns and very few business models actually are built upon conservation.  In more developed or industrialised counties examples have demonstrated that as more wealth was derived from natural resources, more efficient methods were developed to exploit the resource and subsequently an even quicker depletion occurred.  Only recently have some governments taken a more aggressive stance to manage natural resources.  

In theory one would expect that resource exploiters see value in sacrificing short term profits for their own long term sustainability, unfortunately, in reality this is not always true.  Thousands of examples from around the world prove this point, whether one looks at fisheries, forestry, minerals or energy, the lure of quick returns is hard to resist. 

It is known that resource managers and Governments have proven to be inefficient at deriving commercial benefit from resources and likewise, enterprises have not demonstrated adequate resource management capability. 

From an enterprise perspective an open and transparent resource management system reduces uncertainty and risk.  Similarly, if regulatory and royalty cost are too high the viability of the commercial opportunity diminishes. Most natural resources are considered communal or state assets and while enterprises are encouraged to benefit from them, it is expected that the community/state will also share in the economic gains. 

Conservation is on the enterprise team’s agenda; however the approach has been unsystematic, with each activity’s conservation credentials being debated.  Initially, the team carried out an assessment of the natural resources and potential opportunities, however, as the project progressed and pressure to demonstrate results increased, a less systematic approach has taken root. 

The assumption that increasing household incomes improves conservation is increasingly being relied upon.  It is recommended that this hypothesis be tested. Since CONASA hasn’t been able to demonstrate significant increases in incomes, it is difficult to make an assessment and challenge the assumption. One possible approach might be to establish a control group to measure CONASA’s interventions against.

Generally, CONASA’s conservation goals haven’t reduced opportunities to support increasing household incomes.  Additionally, CONASA recognise the benefit of encouraging more productive use of the natural resources, examples include;  professional game hunting vs. bush meat and bee keeping vs. honey hunting.

CONASA has however made a decision not to become involved in timber, carpentry, and charcoal as they were viewed as encouraging resource depletion.  

Sustainable enterprise activities that are built upon conservation are rare and it is reasonable for CONASA to become involved with enterprises that have an indirect benefit to conservation.  Recognising this, CONASA’s conservation goal would be better served if some form of assessment or ranking of indirect conservation benefits were introduced.  CONASA’s documentation does refer to such a process of evaluating the link between livelihood strategy and conservation however this was not found to be in practise.  This is evident when comparing CONASA’s investment in specific activities; i.e. honey hasn’t been prioritised above crafts or sunflower based on its conservation credentials.

Building upon the strategy of targeting individuals that are unsustainably harvesting natural resources (e.g. poachers) CONASA should revisit the issue of charcoal producers.  It can be argued that this target group is too large or that the relative impact may be small compared to the scale of the activity, however doing nothing could be more costly.  From an enterprise perspective this could be addressed by making it less commercially viable through management (i.e. tax, compliance conditions and costs) and by providing alternative more lucrative opportunities for the resource (e.g. carpentry, carvings).   Acknowledging that resources are already being rapidly depleted, CONASA could focus its interventions on slowing progress.

Supporting conservation may increase the social capital of the individuals within the CRB structures; however, since it is not clear how valuable the social capital generated by the CRB structures is, it is difficult to determine whether it can sufficiently influence resource depletion.  Unless the social capital gained through the CRB’s can be mobilized and leveraged beyond the individuals involved in the CRB structure it is not likely to drive conservation.  

In the context of the project area, the CRB’s are recognised natural resource co-managers
.  While it may not be appropriate for them to directly exploit the resources they do have a role to play in creating an enabling environment for enterprises to use resources for commercial benefit.  Additionally, they should be setting contract conditions and establishing royalty arrangement.  Beyond commercial game hunting the CRB’s have not been actively engaged with enterprises already exploiting resources (e.g. timber, charcoal), established systems for other resource management (e.g. honey, nuts etc.) or promoting opportunities for future exploitation. 

Tourism

In searching for direct links between conservation and enterprise or “win-win” scenarios, tourism is often the first area identified.  Tourism is a global industry and considered to a growth sector in Zambia.

Tourism is a debated issue within the Zambian development community.  After agriculture, tourism is given priority in Zambia’s Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP).  The World Bank in their recently published Country Assistance Strategy also gives it a priority in their Strategic Area No. 1 on export oriented growth.  Additionally, the Zambian International Business Advisory Council with advisors to the President also recently made many suggestions around tourism.  However, some donors have rejected the sector because the likelihood of it being pro-poor is limited.

For the CONASA project area, tourism is an opportunity to provide direct incomes from conservation.  It is not clear to what extent tourism can be expected to support increased livelihood security to communities or conservation for the area but estimations place these impacts at relatively low levels and definitely not enough to abate most of the threats to conservation.  A thorough sub-sector analysis would be a useful tool in helping to quantify opportunities and subsequent returns to communities; thus far this has not been undertaken.

CONASA has been actively involved in supporting the development of tourism within the project area.  Both Component I and III have been involved in mobilising communities, consolidating groups and writing proposals.  The two most advanced projects included a campsite and guest-house.  In both cases CONASA have attempted to build community owned businesses working with the CRB’s and following the CG model.  

Community owned tourism ventures are not a new concept. There are many examples from around the world of successful commercial operations.  The successful operations usually are built upon a partnership with an experienced operator who provides the technical skills and financial capital that communities usually lack.  Even under these circumstances building an equitable partnership is difficult.

Mulobezi Guesthouse/Lodge

CONASA’s experience in Mulobezi has provided some key lessons that need to be captured and learned from.  Initially suggested by a technical advisor to CONASA, the idea was then presented to the communities for their support.  The team quickly gained the support from the surrounding communities and worked with them to identify an appropriate site, build a proposal and formed a legal framework.  

In retrospect, the key lesson already identified by the team was that not enough attention was given to gaining the support of the traditional leadership structures, resulting in the project being derailed after significant efforts.  

What was never sufficiently addressed was the question of viability.  The proposal and supporting documentation did not make a critical assessment of the market opportunity or adequately build in measures to address developing demand.  Energies were focused on bringing the different stakeholders together and the project seemed to progress under the notion that if we built it, they would come.  The project went as far as registering a formal business venture without clearly understanding what the market could bear or what investment would be required to develop demand for such an operation.

Dundumwezi Campsite

The other more developed venture is the Dundumwezi Campsite at the southern gate of the Kafue National Park.  In this instance the team quickly reacted to a concession opportunity presented by ZAWA.  The project has made significant progress and CONASA have been instrumental in having it advance so far.  After investigating the documentation, processes and a brief analysis of the current situation there are a few important points that can be highlighted.  

The market or demand for the venture was not fully investigated as such, a decision on whether the venture is a campsite, lodge or safari tented camp has not really taken into account what fits the market.    

Based upon what we do know about successful CBV’s, it is apparent that an experienced private-sector equity partner greatly improves the likelihood of success, and although the Dundumwezi opportunity may be too small to attract such a partner, it doesn’t seem as though this was fully investigated.  This is particularly important when considering the current capacity of the communities.  Classroom style training will not sufficiently address the issue of capacity and it appears as though CONASA have underestimated the gap and what it will take to fill it.

CONASA has provided a significant amount of technical assistance and money to developing this venture and the team are running a risk of not being able to withdraw.  The project appears to be driven by CONASA, going as far as committing technical and financial support in the proposal that ZAWA approved and signed a concession agreement upon.  What hasn’t been considered through this process is that the concession agreement is for 15 years, while CONASA’s mandate is only for another one year.  Although not equity partners within the project, there is an implied expectation on CONASA to stay in the project not only from the community but from ZAWA.  In this situation it appears as though CONASA have gone beyond its facilitator role to that of partner.  If this project doesn’t succeed it is likely that CONASA will be blamed for not doing enough when in fact it probably has already done too much.  

In both bases, the ventures failed to develop appropriate marketing plans.  In order to address this issue the team need a better understanding of marketing.  Marketing theory breaks down the market into the four P’s, product, price, promotion and place. In using this approach the ventures might have built upon the following questions.

Product

· What product does the market demand? (Campsite, Guesthouse, Lodge, Safari Tented Camp, Souvenir Shop, Self Catering)

· How big is demand? How many visitors current visit the area, how many more can we expect?

· What makes our product unique from the competition? Who are our competition, what are they providing, how can we make our product better than theirs?

Price

· What can the market bear? What are current visitors paying? 

· What are our costs? Can we supply the product at a profit?

Promotion

· How will the tourist know about us?
· What do we have to do to develop new customers?
Place

· Is the business in the right place for tourists?
· What are the problems with our location?
· How do we maximise benefit from our location?
While the two ventures may have investigated some of these issues it is important to take a critical look at the market aspects before starting such a business.  

From previous and ongoing involvement in the tourism sector, CONASA has many lessons to learn from.  With only one year left on the current mandate it is unlikely that CONASA will be able to facilitate more tourism based ventures.  It would be advisable for the team not to try and revive the Mulobezi venture until a more manageable exit is designed and executed for the Dundumwezi Campsite venture.  There will be great value in going through one complete cycle on the Campsite project to gain as many lessons as possible, in particular taking lessons from exiting and project sustainability to incorporate into the early stages of other new tourism ventures.  

Capital Markets & Financial Services

Access to finance is one of two key issues that USAID require CONASA to report against.  This reporting condition has essentially been added to the programme after the design phase.  As such there is an inconsistency between this reporting requirement and the results framework.  Just as conservation and livelihoods security is build upon logical steps that include; CBNRM structures, capacity building and market development, CONASA may need to consider integrating a methodology that also supports the improvement of financial services to the communities.  It may not be feasible to incorporate this into the current programming simply due to time constraints; however this may need more attention if a second phase proposal is to be submitted.

Well known economists
 have written extensively on the issue of capital markets in poor countries.  It is argued, that people who are unable to mobilise existing capital or use existing capital to leverage more capital, remain poor.  Correlations have been drawn between liquid capital markets and reduced poverty.  This has been used to describe labour, land and financial markets.  In the context of the project area this same argument could be made.  The communities inability to trade, mobilise or leverage their land or maize, essentially means they are sitting on dead capital.  Mobilising capital is an integral part of financial markets and any attempt to develop financial services within the project area cannot be done without this recognition.

Capital markets need to be developed such that communities can exchange more efficiently without a lot of risk.  A poorly operating maize market within the project area with uncertain demand or fluctuating prices has a ripple effect across a communities’ entire livelihood security.  To develop a better financial services market for the project area the issue of capital liquidity will need to be addressed.  Knowing this does not make it any easier; the maize markets in Zambia are well known for their volatility.

The financial services markets in the project area are largely informal where social capital plays a significant role in determining access.  Social capital also needs to be better understood; if social cohesion is underpinned by equity amongst the group, than this will translate into social capital and will influence decision making.  Social capital can also be used to leverage additional savings and investment.  Rotational savings and credit associations (ROSCA
) is a model used by many village banks and are built upon the social cohesion of the group and the social capital of the individual members.  

Increased productivity is arguably linked to investment; however, increased investment should not be exclusively addressed through increased access to credit.  Savings can also be mobilised for investment and it is widely acknowledged that credit and saving are intrinsically linked.  Insurance is another financial service that enables people to manage risk. Introducing grants, loans and outside investment address the symptoms of lack of access to capital.  However they are only likely to provide short term relief and not address the real problem. 

Efficient financial markets utilise capital in the most productive way available, where savings are mobilised to make investments in areas that will demonstrate greatest returns.  Developing a more effective financial services market in the project area should be understood within this context.  CONASA’s previous and current approach to finance, through its granting and loaning activities are actually undermining the development of a financial services market.  If CONASA is to play a role in developing better financial services, it will need a clear understanding of these issues.  

Facilitating financial services market development has proven to be exceptionally challenging in Zambia. A more practical approach for year four might be to simply collect information on the market constraints to use in designing an intervention for a potential second phase.  This task will require extensive work and will necessitate its own planning process. Enterprise development without an effective financial services market is challenging, however, there are many ways of increasing enterprise performance which do not require more money and should be CONASA’s focus for year four.  There are enough non-financial problems for CONASA to work on. Money is often cited as a solution to poorly operating enterprises, CONASA need to be able to identify inefficiencies that can be addressed through better decision making and recognise that better information leads to better decisions.

Investors & Partnerships

The liberalisation of the Zambian economy is a controversial topic for most people in the country.  Some believe that not enough has been done or that the process was too slow, others believe too much was done too quickly. And while the debate continues, the fact is, that liberalisation hasn’t produced the results that the vast majority of Zambians expected.  This actuality has increased scepticism towards foreign and large companies on the whole.  CONASA staff or individuals in the project area are not isolated from this debate and prejudices related to the private sector or investors are hard to ignore.  

To date, CONASA has not facilitated any investment into the project area.  Besides the idea of a partner for the campsite, it does not appear as though CONASA understand what an investor would do.  Beyond forming CG’s CONASA also has not facilitated any partnerships between businesses. 

CONASA has raised the issue of private sector with communities and their awareness is increasing.  The training carried out by CONASA on community-private sector joint business ventures have been focused on informing community members of the legal framework in which they exist.  The communities seem to know that private sector or investors bring money, but they are less clear why they will come and what they will come to do.  Local examples of how the private sector has exploited people or natural resources have increased the general scepticism towards outside businesses.  This makes for a challenging environment in which to attract investors and build partnerships within.

If CONASA is to assist communities deal with investors several issues need to be unpacked and a deeper understanding needs to be gained.  

Firstly; almost everybody within the project area should be considered private sector since relatively few are employed by NGO’s or the Government, this includes community owned businesses.  The language used within the project imply a disconnect from the private sector, where individuals in the project area constitute a community and outsiders are considered as private sector.  This us versus them type of approach is not very conducive to fostering partnerships or helpful in attracting investment.

Secondly; investors, like all private sector, follow opportunity; businesses operate to make profit, not to provide services, make products or provide capital. The individuals within the project who are not formally employed have all had to survive by carrying out business functions (livelihood activity).  The principles that drive these activities are what all business are based on.  These individuals should all be viewed as entrepreneurs.  

The most important thing that CONASA needs to do in order to facilitate investment, partnerships or sales transactions is to understand what drives business decisions.  Team members need to understand how business decisions work in order to be able to influence them.

What can they bring?

Businesses from outside the project area usually have three things that enable them to make money when locals have failed; access to markets, understanding of opportunities and the means to capitalise.  Locals either don’t have access to markets, understand the opportunity or don’t have the means to capitalise. The main reason for attracting outside businesses is to mobilise what the communities may not have.

Why will they come?

For a business from outside of the project areas to invest capital (i.e. financial, skills, technology etc.) they will need to be very confident that the venture will provide returns greater than what is to be invested.  The logic followed by a business considering an investment is the same everywhere in the world.  The key elements of this thought process include:

1. How much is to be made? (Quantify the opportunity)

2. What needs to be done? (Actions required)

3. What are my costs? (Capital requirements)

4. What are my risks? (Assess likelihood of success)

5. What is the opportunity cost? (Comparative analysis)

Typically, the greater the risk, the larger the expected returns and the less someone knows the greater the perceived risk. Businesses from are likely to calculate higher risk associated with working in the area than those from the area. CONASA can play a valuable role in reducing the risk of outside businesses by providing information. The CRB structures can also play a role in attracting investors by packaging opportunities and by supporting the proper enabling environment for business. Investors like to work in areas that have consistent, transparent and accountable governance structures; although on a very local level the CRB’s should be able to influence this.

Why partner?

Once an outside business becomes interested in an opportunity it should not be expected that a partnership will inherently be developed.  The local partner must provide something that the outside business could benefit from, for example:

· Better understanding of opportunity (i.e. locals know where gems are)

· Access (i.e. locals have land tenure)

· Reduced Costs (i.e. locals provide “sweat equity,”)

· Reduced risk (i.e. local partners are better at preventing crime)

Partnerships also reduce risk because locals bring social capital relevant to the area into the business; this is often invaluable for an outsider. While social capital will not attract investors into the project area it can be used to encourage partnerships. It is important that all possible advantages and local contributions be fully quantified.  Sustainable business partnerships are based on both parties gaining.  Partnerships built on social obligation rarely are viable or sustainable.

How to build a partnership?

Facilitating a partnership between local and outside businesses will be challenging.  Based upon lessons learned from other joint venture facilitation projects, the following tips may provide insight on how to avoid problems:

· At the earliest point parties should disclose all expectation they have for the business and partnership.

· Each party defines their contribution. (initial and ongoing).

· Agree upon the value of each party’s contributions.

· Ownership shares are agreed upon based on the value of each contribution. (it must be fair, small contribution equals small rewards)

· Dividend policy agreed upon.

· Reporting and systems developed for transparency.

· Ongoing roles and responsibilities (expectations) defined.

· Dispute resolution process defined.

Bad exploitation of people or resources usually occurs when one can profit and when one thinks they can get away with it.  This isn’t unique to large business or foreign business, most of the bad exploitation of people and resources within the project area is being perpetrated by locals (charcoal, poaching, maize middlemen etc.).  Systems need to be put in place to prevent bad exploitation, it is not the characteristics of individuals or partnerships that results in more or less exploitation but the strengths of systems that they operate within (i.e. law & enforcement, partnership structures).  It is also recognised that social capital plays a significant role within the system. Large multinational companies invest in Corporate Social Responsibility and avoid bad practises because it effects their reputation which forms part of their social capital.  Environmental lobby groups, consumer advocacy and human rights groups are integral parts of this informal system, ensuring that social capital costs are paid if things go wrong.

Not all linkages with outside companies need to be formal joint ventures.  Considering the time required in developing a partnerships with an investor, it is more likely that CONASA could demonstrate greater impact through facilitating regular commercial transactions between businesses outside the project area with those inside.  Additionally, CONASA should consider facilitating more transactions between businesses within the project area.  

Target Market, Groups vs. Individuals

To manage communal resources CONASA mobilised individuals into groups and created democratic structures to represent the interests of the community.  This is a logical system that ensures broad based participation and is proving to be effective.  Similarly, CONASA have used a group approach to enterprise and market development, based upon an assumption that groups would create an advantage in the market that would result in increasing incomes across the project area.  

Unfortunately, the team neglected to uncover what specific advantage would be gained through groups and proceeded to form Commodity Groups (CG).  The communities were subsequently told by CONASA that in order for them to access support they must form CG’s.  A total of 74 CG’s were formed and consolidated across the project area based upon a specific livelihood activity (i.e. maize, honey, sunflower, etc.).  This sector based approach doesn’t take into account the relationships between different household activities that combine to secure a livelihood. 

The resulting CG’s formed were quite different from what was initially proposed in the design document.  The team have attempted to make the CG’s into businesses, where members would work in a collective action and equally share returns.  It is accepted that collaboration may produce increased efficiencies, however these must be uncovered first and appropriate collaborative structures built later.  The worker owned co-operative promoted by CONASA has been too rigidly applied and not actually based upon any identified advantage.  Other group structures such as producer owned or consumer owned co-operatives were given very little consideration.  

The current group approach to enterprise development has not proven to be effective.  While individual members of CG’s may have gained increased incomes, none of the CG’s are actually making any money themselves.  It is not likely that any of the CG’s will continue beyond CONASA’s engagement as the only benefits seen by the members have come from CONASA directly and not from the market.  From CONASA’s perspective working with groups does decrease transaction cost but this shouldn’t be confused with what makes commercial sense and what leads to increased incomes.  

The CG approach may have been driven by a desire to maximise social welfare benefits, however if these benefits are to be gained through enterprise activities, wealth must first be created before it can be leveraged for social objectives.  Social welfare can be built into wealth creation but it must be understood that entrepreneurship is the driver.

CONASA need to revisit the concept of how wealth is created, how markets work and how to increase efficiencies.  This does not mean that groups have to be abandoned in favour of individuals but rather identifying how best to increase incomes first.  The team are starting to appreciate the role of individuals and entrepreneurship however a great deal of scepticism still exists.  In addressing this, it is important for the team to realise that almost all households are currently supported through entrepreneurs, working as individuals but within a community. For CONASA to support what already exists should not only be viewed as acceptable but should be seen as strategic.

The market development approach (MDA) does not prescribe what segment of the population interventions should focus on, this is determined by CONASA’s own expectation of what impact it wants to have.  The market approach simply provides tools and guidelines for development professional to use in designing and implementing interventions.  Whether a programme works with very poor or better off individuals is usually determined by what impact programmes are seeking and how they evaluate impact.  If one evaluates impact as the absolute income increase, then working with groups or individuals who have the potential to make the most money would make sense. However, if a relative or percentage increase in incomes is how a project measures impact than the target market might be very poor people, where a small amount would make a big difference.  The market development approach would be applicable in both situations and does not prefer one over the other.

CONASA needs to clarify what impact it expects from its investment and which population segment it is seeking to affect.  Current sentiment within CONASA seems to favour working with the very poor people, where a relatively small increase in incomes has significant impact. The problem with this is that the current performance monitoring framework values absolute increases over relative increases.  It is recommended that CONASA redefine their indicators.

Regardless of what population segment CONASA is seeking to impact, it is not likely that everyone will benefit equally.  It is simply more efficient to work with those who can demonstrate the greatest impact from CONASA’s investment.  Generally, CONASA has been reluctant to properly define where it wants to work and make decisions on how to be most effective.  This has resulted in CONASA not being very efficient with its resources.  

Enterprise and Livelihoods

To understand the relationship between enterprise and livelihood security it is important to review their definitions, investigate how they work and how they interact. While this is a fairly large topic that requires more detail analysis, some key points have been highlighted below. 

To better understand what interactions occur and what influences a livelihood, CARE has developed a Livelihoods Model.  This framework is a tool to help development professions:

· Understand the complexities of rural livelihoods.

· Define the scope and provide a basis for livelihood analysis.

· Develop a point of reference for supporting livelihoods, enabling complimentary trade offs.

· Use as basis for developing concrete intermediate objectives.

Figure 3: CARE’s Livelihood Model
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The model (Figure 3) depicts a set of complex relationships between activities, context and security; all influencing each other to differing degrees.  

As discussed within the “Strategy” section of this study, CONASA’s use of the terms enterprise and income generating activities have been inconsistent.  For the purpose of analysing livelihoods, the term business will be used in exchange of both IGA and enterprise since it is easier to conceptualise into the model.

In review of the CARE model it is obvious that business fits with the framework.  Essentially the same relationships that exist between livelihood activities and livelihood security apply to business and livelihood security.  Although the language may be different it is important to recognise that business is already built into the model.

As defined by CONASA
, a livelihood is secure when households have:

a) Reliable ownership of, or access to, resources

b) Income generating opportunities

c) Sufficient food to feed all household members

d) Savings, all of which are used to smooth consumption, off-set risks, ease shocks and meet contingencies.

Using these parameters, it is clear that business plays a key role in livelihood security by providing income generating opportunities.  However, achieving a single measure does not constitute livelihood security.  The level of livelihood security is a net balance of all the factors.  Of most interest is the effect business has on the other three indicators.   

In a theoretical argument it is difficult to make definitive correlations between the four livelihood security indicators because there are too many variable.  A simple assumption would be that increased business efficiency would create greater opportunities for a household to become more secure, whether the household capitalises on these opportunities depends on a range of factors, most importantly being, their decisions. A slightly safer assumption would be that better decision making leads to improved livelihood outcomes.  And better information leads to improved decisions.  

The market approach to development and the livelihoods approach are mutually comparable.  

A livelihoods approach is founded on; participatory rural appraisal, identifying constraints, taking a holistic approach, using information and placing people’s priorities at the centre of an intervention.  

The market approach is founded on; market assessments, identifying constraints, looking at the whole market, leveraging information and placing demand at the centre of an intervention.  

Although the language maybe slightly different the principles are alike.  The livelihoods and market approach are both built upon common lessons learned from previous development interventions.  Essentially, interventions should not be supply driven.

Determining whether CONASA’s enterprise development activities have improved household livelihood security is a difficult task.  Without primary data collection it is not possible to make any real conclusions.  Capacity building may have resulted in better decision making, or maybe forming groups has increased social capital; both of these need to be tested.  CONASA hasn’t been able to capture any significant changes in household incomes and it will be difficult to even test any assumptions made on correlations between incomes and livelihood security.

CONASA need to become more aware that if they engage in supply driven interventions they could actually threaten livelihood security.  If seeds are distributed for certain crops (e.g. paprika, sunflower, cowpeas) that don’t have clear markets, communities may be making decisions on abandoning other more secure crops on a premise of making more money.  It is important that CONASA provide sufficient information to the communities so that they understand the risks associated with becoming involved in a new type of activity.  CONASA can easily influence communities and it is important that this power be appreciated and managed.

On the whole CONASA has been very inclusive of all segments of the population, ranging from seed schemes for the vulnerable to oil presses for commercial producers.  Arguably, CONASA has been overly inclusive, to the point where the team have not been able to focus.  

With respect to gender, the two activities that appear to have a single sex bias are beekeeping and crafts. There were no women participants in bee keeping activities due to traditional beliefs. It is said that that honey production would be reduced if a woman is involved in any part of the operation.  Since CONASA targeted the beekeeping activity at traditional honey hunters, women were basically excluded.  With respect to crafts (grass woven baskets) it was noted that all but one of the participants were women. It isn’t clear whether this was deliberate or based on entrenched gender roles.  It is also unclear whether the gender balance would be different if other types of craft activities were included (i.e. wood carving).  Overall, the team are sensitive of gender issues and while only a few examples were identified it is certain that gender issues play a more significant role in the social and subsequent economic fabric of the project area than was uncovered in this study.

Sustainability

Designing and implementing development programming in which benefits are seen by the communities beyond the intervention has been the most significant challenge to donors and NGO’s in the past 50 years.  Making an improvement in people’s lives has been a difficult task alone; ensuring that the improvement lasts beyond the intervention is proving to be even more challenging.  Sustainable development is an issue that CONASA is well aware of, but like many other projects, they struggle to address.

For many within the project, the focus has been on trying to make an improvement on household livelihoods and the surrounding environment.  Most of the enterprise/IGA interventions implemented by CONASA have not placed enough emphasis on sustainability.  What we do know from past development experiences is that sustainability must be designed into an intervention and not as an afterthought.  

With its CG training, seed scheme and purchasing activities (i.e. beehives, oil press, nut cracker) CONASA has not given enough thought to what will happen after the project.  Development is a process that the project area communities will continue, long after CONASA’s involvement.  While communities may immediately benefit from training, seeds or equipment the critical question is what will they do after CONASA?  There will be continued need for training, seeds and technology; these considerations should be addressed before implementing any intervention.  

The interventions have generally been designed without the appreciation that too much initial support or supply driven activities require extensive long term involvement.  Large amounts of start-up support also create expectations within the communities and possibly crowd out other more commercially driven service providers.

As noted earlier in the “Institutional Analysis” section of this report, CONASA has not sufficiently build systems that will support the communities’ development requirements after CONASA leaves.  Currently the CRB structures are being too heavily relied upon as the institution that will carry on with providing enterprise/IGA based support to the communities.  In recognising that the CRB’s need to develop their own sustainability, CONASA has suggested that the CRB’s develop their own revenue streams through enterprise activities (i.e. Campsite, input supplying).  With the Community Grant mechanism, the CRB’s are also expected to become sustainable microfinance institutions.  All of this creates further confusion on what the mandate of the CRB is and places a tremendous amount of expectation on what they can achieve.  This approach is not likely to be sustainable in the context of their current capacity and resources.

The market development approach addresses these sustainability issues.  Development interventions that provided support or services directly were often not relevant or appropriate and these supply-led interventions could not sustain themselves once subsidies were withdrawn.  In recognising this, development professionals from within NGO’s and donors devised what has been termed the “market development approach” (MDA).  It is built upon the notion that the services required by entrepreneurs to start and improve their businesses need to be developed within the context of sustainability.  Commercially driven service providers who deliver suitable services at appropriate prices operating on market terms are sustainable.  These types of providers also ensure enterprises continue to benefit.

Example: Sustainable Input Supply

In exiting from directly providing seed and fertiliser, CONASA has decided to give the CRB’s money and have them source their own inputs.  Subsequently, it has been realised that the CRB’s need to be linked to seed suppliers themselves.  CONASA is now going to try and develop linkages for input supply.

The symptom was; farmers didn’t have seed, the problem was that an appropriate seed supply chain didn’t exist. CONASA supplying seeds addressed the symptom not the problem.  The market development approach would suggest that instead of CONASA becoming the seed supplier, they would have initially tried to develop a better seed supply chain through facilitating business linkages. 

 Although CONASA providing services may seem to be the short cut, it is often not sustainable.  In terms of sustainability, it would be advisable that CONASA play a facilitation role rather than that of provider.  The facilitator role also makes it easier for CONASA to design clearer exit strategies within interventions.

Facilitating market development isn’t necessarily easier than simply providing services and support, but it does enable more sustainable development for enterprises.  For CONASA to better understand the market development approach and their effects on enterprise development and sustainability it is important that the team review literature and build upon lessons already learned from other programmes.

Recommendations for Conceptual Model and Strategy

Workshops conducted during this study provided the team with an opportunity to articulate a clearer strategy for their enterprise activities.  The following conceptual model and strategy recommendations combine the team’s ideas with the market development approach.

Since CONASA is entering its final year of programming, recommendations take into account both what is relevant and what is realistic.  It is not practical for CONASA to rebuild a completely new approach and as such this strategy should be applicable to its ongoing activities.

Although not previously articulated an enterprise strategy encapsulating CONASA’s goal has been developed.

CONASA’s Enterprise Strategy

Securing household livelihoods and promoting conservation through supporting increases in the production of agriculture and natural resource products, and the facilitation of market linkages. By;

· Working with households to increase efficiency and addressing constraints in the market.

· Providing households with relevant information to enable them to make decisions that develop sustainable returns from their livelihood strategies.

This strategy fits within CONASA’s current performance framework and simply reinforces the logic already developed.

The enterprise team’s competitive advantage should be its ability to gather, analyse and disseminate relevant information.  CONASA’s clients are the households within the project area and it is important that they remain at the centre of this strategy.  In order to provide relevant information CONASA will need to not only understand what information households’ use in making their decisions but what information they need.  Simply put, CONASA needs to understand the market better than the households. 

In order to implement this strategy a conceptual framework has been developed to capture the different interactions and actors (Figure 3).  

[image: image11.png]Figure 3. Proposed CONASA Enterprise Development

Conceptual Framework

—>

Transactions and Relationships
(currert or potential)

Clients /
Buyers

Potential
Buyers

S RETETEE =

Information
(collection and dissemination)

Enabling Environment

Partnerships
Investors

Enterprise
or

Household Livelihood
Activities
Mobilizing Assds

IEEEREY

Social &
Economic
Networks

Enabling Environment

Y

Potential
Input
Suppliers

Input Supply
Providers

: ceeemnnnnn el
i

ArmmRARAREBAREEREAEsmmmm-= e memmmmmmmm— I

CONASA

Focus on capturing
relevant information
from all the different
actors within the
market, analyzing it
to identify constraints;
determining why
relationships and
transactions are
either not developed
or inefficient.  This
will include
understanding what
interactions each
of the actors have
beyond the household.
Determine what
information would be
valuable to the
household and other
actors. Information
dissemination would
be focused on trying
to make the market
work better for the
household enterprise.





Household Enterprise:  Operating within the context of a broader enabling environment, they carry out activities that involve mobilising capital (human, social, and economic) to create value.  Economic gains are made through transacting with other entrepreneurs (input suppliers and clients) within the market.  These include BDS services that enable them to grow and compete. Households/entrepreneurs use information to make decisions on how best to mobilise and transact within the market.

BDS Providers:  Primarily businesses in their own right, these providers are market driven.  They provide services to households and enterprises in and around the project area that enable entrepreneurs to increase efficiencies and become competitive. 

Financial Service Providers: Both formal and informal providers of a range of financial services and are commercially driven.

Input Supply Providers:  Businesses that provide products used by households and businesses for their enterprise activities. These firms also fit within a chain of other businesses, each adding value throughout.  

Clients:  These businesses purchase goods and services from households and constitute demand.  There will also be potential clients who the households may not be transacting with but purchase similar goods and services that the household enterprises may provide.

Networks:  These are either social or commercially based, creating value by increasing social capital or through exchanging information.  These are mutually beneficial relationships to all parties involved.

Enterprise Partners: These are other enterprises that the household entrepreneur enters into an agreement (formal or informal) with.  These relationships are based upon a sharing risks and returns.  These may include businesses from outside the project area or other local business.  These may also take the form of a business cooperative.

CONASA:  Focus on capturing relevant information from all the different actors within the market and analysing it to identify constraints, determining why relationships and transactions are either not developed or inefficient.  This will include understanding what interactions each of the actors have beyond the household enterprise.  Determine what information would be valuable to the household and other actors.  The information dissemination (intervention) would be focused upon trying to make the market work better for the household enterprise by addressing constraints.  The two categories of constraints are:

· Information Constraints: Potential users are often unaware of the availability or benefits of products, services or relationships (demand-side constraints).  Potential providers are unaware of opportunities or are not familiar with the appropriate products or services. (supply-side constraints). 

· Incentive Distortion:  Low willingness or ability to pay from consumers (demand-side constraints) for available services and poor commercial orientation by providers (supply-side constraints). This can lead to a gap in the market where certain segments are not being serviced.  Although a viable market may exist it can be undermined by subsidised or free providers (i.e. why pay market rates for training, when I can get it for free?). Additionally, providers may be aware of unexploited opportunities in the market, but have not serviced demand due to interventions in the market that effect their opportunity cost calculations (i.e. NGO’s pay above market rates for services or Government provides tax breaks to operate in a certain market).

Addressing an incentive distortion may require eliminating or reducing distortions that prevent the market from developing, or introducing a counter incentive that encourages the market to develop in the desired manner.  Ideally, one would be able to eliminate the root problem within the market (i.e. distortions); a more realistic approach may be to provide incentives to develop the desired market opportunity (i.e. counter incentives).

Interventions should primarily be focused on addressing constraints through providing relevant information to each of the actors.  This better information should lead to better decision making.  The information should also enable better relationships to be developed between actors.  Although information is the primary tool used to improve markets it is recognised that additional resources may need to be mobilised to stimulate transactions and relationships.  In the event that additional resources are required it is important least market distorting measures be taken.  Additional resources should be used at either pre or post transaction point, so as not to overly distort the commercial aspects of the linkage (i.e. addressing incentive distortions).

This recommended conceptual framework for CONASA’s enterprise related activities is built upon a market development approach rather than the current, building enterprises approach which is largely supply driven.  The proposed strategy falls within CONASA current performance results framework and the original logic of the design.  

It is recognised that this approach may be difficult for the team to implement across all of its current enterprise programming since there already exists a certain degree of momentum.  It is important that the team gain an understanding why this approach guarantees better impact than their current approach, how it works and how to implement. 

Processes and Guidelines

Within the context of this report it is difficult to build up concrete steps for every aspect of implementing the new strategy however a few key steps have been proposed.  The team will be required to adapt and expand upon what has been presented.

The series of steps that would be used in implementing the proposed strategy would include:

Market Information: There are many tools that can be used in collecting market information.  If done properly an in depth sub-sector analysis would provide valuable information upon which to react.  For CONASA’s purposes it might be an inefficient use of resources.  Since CONASA already has been working in the area for several years it would be advisable that a more focused approach be taken, building upon already known constraints by further investigating the factors and actors involved. CONASA must uncover previously hidden or unknown information if there is to be any value generated.  The entire team should be involved in this process, with each person contributing different pieces of information.  A lead person would then be required to compile and analyse the information to get a better understanding of how the information relates to each other and a household enterprise.  A map could be developed to depict the relationships and their characteristics.  This visual tool would also assist the team in identifying missing information.

Identifying Constraints:  In order to develop appropriate interventions, it is important to understand where the market is working and where are there constraints.  Simply because transactions are not happening does not mean there is a constraint, in fact the market may be working very well.  Transactions or relationships may not have developed because they didn’t have commercial merit.  Constraints are primarily created by problems in information or a distortion in incentives.  In these cases, commercial gains are to be made; however people don’t have the all the information to base a decision on, or where other interventions alter an entrepreneur’s perception of their opportunity costs.  Without distinguishing between what is viable and what is being constrained, it is possible that inappropriate interventions will be developed.  To help distinguish between non-viable and market inefficiencies/problems the following need to be addressed:

Viability vs. Market Constraints/Problems

· Quantify the opportunity;

· Define the actions required to realise the maximum gains;

· Calculate the capital requirements;

· Evaluate risks and identify possible ways to manage risk;

· If the analysis demonstrates a commercially viable opportunity (results in sufficient profits), try to determine why the opportunity has not been exploited by the market;

· Have we overestimated or not calculated all the costs/risks/liabilities? 

· Do people not know about the opportunity?

· Do people not realise how much is to be made?

· What types of returns are expected by entrepreneurs, does the opportunity provide enough? 

· Are there more lucrative or less risky opportunities for entrepreneurs (i.e. opportunity costs)?

The key question being, “why hasn’t the opportunity been exploited?” Typically, market problems are created by lack of appropriate information and distorted incentives, while business ideas are non-viable when the total cost and risks are high relative to returns.

Prioritising:  Even after distinguishing between what is viable and what constraints exist, CONASA will need to focus its efforts on areas that are most likely to lead increased enterprise performance.  Once all the relevant constraints have been identified and mapped, the team will need to analyse which constraints lead to the worst effects.  Separately, CONASA will need to review all the constraints and determine which ones they can most easily address; this should be based upon CONASA’s own resources and capabilities.  Upon final analysis, CONASA should develop a prioritised list of constraints for intervention design.  This process is critical to ensuring CONASA’s resources are deployed for maximum impact.

Designing Intervention:   Based upon the prioritised list, CONASA should follow the market develop approach in designing interventions.  There are numerous types of interventions used by practitioners to address market constraints and CONASA will be required to review in more detail intervention good practises.  Building upon CONASA’s enterprise strategy, interventions should be information based and focused on facilitating linkages.  The design stage should address the following:

· What constraint is to be addressed?

· Who does the constraint effect?

· What information is needed?

· Who needs the information?

· How to deliver information?

· Additional resources required

· How to deliver additional resources?

· Define CONASA’s activities and exit

· How to measure success of intervention?

CONASA will need to be systematic and focused in developing interventions.  Facilitating linkages requires extensive engagement and it will be important to plan.

Implementation: To implement information based interventions focusing on facilitating linkages it will be critical for CONASA to be transparent.  In order to be considered a fair broker CONASA will need to gain the trust of the different actors involved.  CONASA might consider using structures already established however it is important to also work outside them so as not to create a clique.  

Performance Monitoring:  It is important that the effects of each intervention be measured.  While CONASA does have its own results framework in which outputs, outcomes and impacts are measured, a specific performance monitoring framework should be developed to assess how effective the CONASA enterprise team have been with their intervention.  This would then feed into the broader CONASA results framework.  A possible enterprise performance framework could include:

· Client impact, in terms of changes in enterprise performance (e.g., sales, value added, profitability), or broader social and economic impact (employment, poverty alleviation, etc.).

· Institutional performance, according to indicators of outreach and cost effectiveness.

· Market development, measured for example by the price and quality of products and services available, enterprise awareness, repeat transactions, the level of satisfaction of enterprise, and the extent to which linkages are benefiting previously underserved populations.

The market-driven approach has been recognized as an effective way in which to develop markets.  Important principles in market development include:

· Facilitating market development rather than providing services.

· Starting with a market assessment.

· Fitting the intervention to the market’s requirements.

· Using subsidies primarily for pre and post-service delivery activities. 

· Working towards a clear picture of a sustainable market.

· Separating the roles of provider and facilitator.

· Promoting competition and efficiency in the market.

· Developing a transactional relationship with suppliers.

· Making programmes flexible and responsive to market requirements.

A list of useful websites that have additional documents related to enterprise development, BDS market development and the market development approach can be found in Appendix III.  

Maximising Effectiveness and Efficiency

The market development approach has proven to be the most effective way to deliver enterprise development programming. The proposed conceptual framework for enterprise development in CONASA places a great deal of emphasis on gathering, analysing and responding to information. The challenge is managing information.  Additionally, it is expected that CONASA will use information themselves in making appropriate decisions.  By introducing better processes for dealing with information CONASA should be able to make better targeting decisions leading to increased efficiency.  

CONASA’s resources need to be allocated to activities that will most likely lead to greatest impact.  There is no doubt that the problems in the project area are great, however CONASA can only realistically address a fraction.  To date, the “big-net” approach has not proven to be effective and tough decisions need to be made on which activities CONASA doesn’t engage in.  
Taking into account the current portfolio and the remaining timeframe it is vital that CONASA exit from their high risk and low potential activities.  An analysis must be done to determine which projects to close.  Before taking on any more new work, CONASA should apply new concepts to the existing workload to help focus interventions. The following suggestions should also be considered:

· Establishing tighter benchmarks for each activity may also help the team realise which activities are not having an effect. 

· Work on simple transactions to gain the more experience before tackling complex linkages. 

· Do not invest too heavily in any activity until some marginal gains are made.

· Work more closely with what is currently on the ground rather than trying to build new businesses.

Increasing enterprise programming efficiency will mainly depend on CONASA using appropriate information to make decisions about where it allocates its resources.   

A summary of the recommendations made within this report can be found in Appendix IV.
Appendix i: Summary of Enterprise Related Activities

handicrafts

· 2001, August: Crafts identified as having economic potential in study carried out jointly by CONASA and SAFFIRE.

· 2002 3rd Quarter: Based upon studies done in Moomba and Bbilili basket making, CG’s identified and formed.

· 2002 3rd Quarter: Eight individuals selected by CG’s sent by CONASA to familiarization visit to Livingstone.

· The initial design of the intervention called for three training sessions to be conducted under a “training of trainers” approach.

· Choma Museum selected to carry out training.

· CBO’s selected members to attend training sessions.

· 2002, October: 10 people sent to Choma for first training session.

· 2002, 4th Quarter, Choma Museum place orders for baskets and carvings.

· Second training session planned.

· CBO’s selected members to attend second training session.

· 2003, March: 12 people attend second training session at Choma Museum.

· 2nd Quarter 2003: CONASA CSC Office secures order for 60 baskets, agreement signed between Mabwe Women’s Basket Club (13 members) and CONASA CSC.

· Initial contract could not be filled other buyer identified but they only bought a fraction due to low quality.

· Some transactions between individuals and the Choma Museum have been noted.

honey

· 2001, 2nd Quarter: Honey hunting identified as a livelihood activity.

· 2001, 4th Quarter:  SAFFIRE and CONASA carry out an assessment of resource base and skills. 3 CG’s identified.

· Select Mulobezi area to work in, based on skills and resources.

· 2002, 1st Quarter: 36 bee keeping individual members of CG’s receive training from CONASA.

· 2002, 2nd Quarter: 10 CG’s formed and CONASA provides basic business management.

· 2002 3rd Quarter:  73 members of newly formed beekeeping groups receive technical training from CONASA.

· 2002, 4th Quarter: CONASA procures, purchase and distribute beekeeping equipment. (two deliveries, October 17 and November 25 2002) 

· 2003, 2nd Quarter: Database of beekeepers prepared for organic honey registration.

· 2003, 2nd Quarter: Forest Fruits express interest in purchasing honey, needs minimum quantity of 10 tons.

· 2003, 3rd Quarter: Honey producers sensitised on the principles of organic honey in preparation for ECOCERT inspection.

· Since the introduction of CONASA hives, 8 L of honey has been produced. 

sunflower

· 2001 4th Quarter: Based upon sub-sector analysis, sunflower was identified as having good potential. 2 CG’s formed 100 members in total.  It was also decided to procure an oil press.

· 2002, 2nd Quarter: 4 Sunflower CG’s formed.

· 2002, 3rd Quarter: Oil press deployed to sunflower enterprise group.

· 2002, 4th Quarter: CONASA provides 50 sunflower CG members with input supplies.

· 2003, 1st Quarter: CONASA give oil press machine to Mr. Kalilo (CG member)

· 2003, 2nd Quarter: CONASA helps to negotiate price for sunflower between Mr. Kalilo and other CG members. 

· 2003, 3rd Quarter: 5 day field based training on oil processing was conducted, demonstrated increased yield.

mungongo nuts

· 2001: Based upon input from SAFFIRE, mungongo nuts were identified as potential resources for exploitation.

· 2002, August: Report produced by CONASA “Market Analysis for the Dubululwa Producers Group, Mongongo Nut Producers Group”

· Report produced by OPAZ “Commercialization Analysis; Manketi”

· Report produced by CONASA “Manketti Oil Micro Enterprise Development: Resource, skills, technology assessment.” 

· 2002, 3rd Quarter: CONASA informed by SANPROTA that chemical tests yielded good results and they expected demand for the product to develop.

· 2002, 3rd Quarter:  SAFFIRE conduct further fieldwork to assess resource, communities sensitised and groups formed.

· 2002, 4th Quarter: 3 CG’s consolidated with bylaws developed.

· 2003, 2nd Quarter:  Through ASNAPP, the Africa Organic Farmers Industries took samples of the mungongo nut to the US for testing, they express interest is sourcing more.

· 2003, October:  Commercialization of Manketti Oil Zambia Strategic Workshop, decided that CONASA would lead a secretariat/network for mungongo.

· 2003, 3rd Quarter: CONASA decides to piloting production of oil, target 2 tons by the end of 2003.

· 2003, 3rd Quarter: SAFFIRE field trip with CONASA where they purchase 168 kg of nuts, some oil processed.

maize

· 2001, 4th Quarter: 4 CG’s are formed and 3 CG’s were given seed by CONASA

· 2002, 2nd Quarter: Maize marketing information collected and disseminated to communities, in an attempt to mobilise maize bulking.

· 2002 2nd Quarter: Maize marketing not working, no cohesion within groups.

· 2003, 2nd Quarter:  3 CG’s (Bbilili, Chilala and Nkandanzovu) CONASA provides seeds and fertiliser. CONASA discussed maize bulking with communities. Communities advised not to repay loan, but rather use it for maize marketing cost.

· 2003 2nd Quarter: Nyawa CRB use hunting revenue to finance maize bulking activities.

· 2003 2nd Quarter: 144 participants for training in costing and pricing of maize.

paprika

· 2001, 4th Quarter: Based upon sub-sector analysis, paprika is identified as having potential within the project area, explore options of marketing through Cheetah and ZATAC. 

· 2002, 3rd Quarter: CONASA investigates the possibility of paprika production, focusing on 200 farmers to form an out-growers scheme. (CONASA to pay down payment to Cheetah)

· 2002, 4th Quarter: 367 farmers recruited for Paprika out-growers scheme, agreement drafted between CONASA and Cheetah.

· 2002, 4th Quarter: 254 participants trained in paprika production by CONASA

· 2002, November: Cheetah provides substandard seed and supply very late and never provided training.

· 2003, 1st Quarter: Very little paprika harvested, none of which was collected by Cheetah.

· 2003, 1st Quarter: Communities complain about scheme, little follow-up with Cheetah.

mulobezi guesthouse

· 2002, 2nd Quarter: Community elect committee to oversee guesthouse. CONASA and community investigate sites for setting up additional community bush camps.

· 2002, 2nd Quarter:  Mobilise a community management team (19 participants) and CONASA community initiative workshop and basic business management training. 

· 2002, July 3:  After extensive CONASA involvement Mulobezi Development Trust is registered. Bringing communities from two different Chieftains together.

· 2002, 3rd Quarter:  Senior Chief Inyambo’s Traditional Court Council decline to “bless” the joint venture initiative. (dispute over Zambezi Sawmill assets key sticking point)

· 2002, November 13: Chief Inyambo visits CONASA office, expresses concerns about joint project, suggests alternative location.

· 2003, 2nd Quarter: Recommendation to terminate joint venture, it is proposed that separate ventures be developed.

· 2003, 2nd Quarter:  CONASA meets with Mulobezi Development Trust Chairlady, proposing to restructure the original constitution.

· 2003, 3rd Quarter:  Considering establishing a campsite rather than a lodge. 

dundumwezi campsite

· 2002, October 3: ZAWA advertise a campsite concession opportunity at the southern gate of the Kafue National Park.

· CONASA approach the Siachitema CRB Chairman and discuss opportunity, CRB expresses interest.  

· 2002, October 11: Siachitema CRB sends a letter to ZAWA expressing interest and seeks to gain an indication on whether they should submit a tender.

· 2002, October 15: Siachitema CRB and CONASA meet with ZAWA.

· 2002, November 4:  Proposal developed by CONASA CSC and the Four Corners TBNRM submitted to ZAWA.

· CONASA commits to supporting CRB, technical assistance as well as K90,000,000

· 2003, June 2: Tourism Concession Agreement signed.

· 2003, July: CONASA and CRB representatives participate in the Zambian International Trade Fair.

· 2003, 3rd Quarter: CONASA commits $1,500 to purchase tents.

· 2003, October 3: Memorandum of Agreement signed between Siachitema CRB and the Dundumwezi Project Committee.

· 2003, October 6: Company Registered.

· 2003, November: campsite not operational.

Appendix II: CONASA Enterprise Map
Appendix III: List of Useful Websites

There are numerous reports and guides that will be useful for CONASA to review.  The two most useful sites are the International Labour Organisation’s SEED Programme and the Microenterprise Innovation Project.

Committee of Donor Agencies for Small Enterprise Development

http://www.ilo.org/public/english/employment/ent/sed/bds/donor

This site provides information on the Donor Committee including its purpose and activities. It also houses the proceedings and papers from the Donor Committee conferences on business development services.

Directory of Development Organizations

www.devdir.org

“The Directory is a compilation of contact data of the main sources of assistance available for private sector development and poverty alleviation in developing countries, with particular attention to the development of (non-)financial markets for micro and small enterprises. The Directory lists over 18,500 individual contacts of organizations and includes: microfinance institutions, small enterprise development organizations, NGOs/PDOs, development agencies, international organizations, private sector institutions, trade promotion organizations, banks, government ministries, development consulting firms and research and training institutions.” The directory is organized by region, country and type of organization.

EnterWeb: The Enterprise Development Website

www.enterweb.org

An excellent gateway by Jean-Claude Lorin where websites on small business, finance, international trade, entrepreneurship, enterprise development and the economy are listed thematically and geographically. Each site is rated by EnterWeb.

Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) 

Sustainable Development Department

www.iadb.org/sds/document.cfm/0/ENGLISH

This site’s pages are available both in English and Spanish. Select the chapter 'SME' [http://www.iadb.org/sds/document.cfm/52/ENG-LISH] or 'Microenterprise' [http://www.iadb.org/sds/document.cfm/51/ENGLISH] to find information on IDB’s strategies, best practices, news and publications.

Intermediate Technology Publications

www.oneworld.org/itdg/publications.html

IT publishes many books and papers on development, particularly small enterprise development. The site includes a bookshop with shopping cart possibility. Look for the category “Business-Enterprise Development.”

International Labour Organization:

SEED Programme

www.ilo.org/seed

This is the website of the ILO’s SEED Programme: Boosting employment through small enterprise development. The site offers information on the following themes: policy environment, market opportunities, business development, association building, informal sector, best practices, job quality and gender equality.

Microenterprise Innovation Project:

Microenterprise Best Practices Project

www.mip.org [click “Best Practices, then, Publications, then BDS]

MIP is an USAID project that conducts research and produces publications on microenterprise development, finance, policy, and impact. One component of MIP is the Microenterprise Best Practices Project, which aims to document and disseminate information about best practices in micro-enterprise development. The site includes papers produced under the project (in pdf format) on a variety of topics in both BDS and microfinance and a newsletter.

Pact Publications

www.pactpub.com

Pact publishes many development related papers and books. This site includes a catalogue of Pact Publications. Do a search of the category 'microenterprise' to see a list of books on the topic. The USAID sponsored GEMINI surveys are available through PACT.

SDC Small Enterprise Development Web-site

www.intercoop.ch/sed/index.htm

This easy to use site, managed by Inter cooperation, includes news, documents and links on small enterprise development. The news includes upcoming conferences and new publications. There is also a diary of SED training courses. A list of 400 documents and 17 newsletters available from SDC is provided. The “Links” page provides descriptions of and links to 25 other websites on small enterprise development. 

SEEP Guide to Business Development Services and Resources

www.seepnetwork.org/bdsguide.html

This guide summarizes the latest strategies in BDS, including best practices and debates. It addresses types of BDS, selecting services, delivery channels and performance measurement. It also includes information on funders, BDS resources and the Donor Committee guiding principles. The guide also includes extensive information on a variety of different BDS types with program examples and references to further resources.

Appendix IV: Summary of Recommendations

The following is a summary of the recommendations made for CONASA’s enterprise development programming;  

· Adopt one term (i.e. IGA, business, enterprise) and approach for the range of enterprise development activities;

· Re-examine institutional roles for CONASA and CRB’s along the following lines:

· NGO/Project: advocacy, facilitating market development through the provision of information.

· Governance: enabling environment for business, managing public goods and the environment.

· Carry out an internal review of CONASA’s institutional strengths, enabling the team to design interventions which are realistic and effective;

· Increase dialogue and co-ordination with other NGO’s/Projects, minimizing overlap and discouraging projects from undermining each other;

· Establish clear leadership and direction for enterprise activities, as well as gain support and participation from the broader CONASA team;

· Increase understanding of market principles and the problems that constrain it’s growth; (review Market Development Approach good practises)

· Shift approach from; building businesses to making markets work better for businesses and from service provider to facilitator;
· CONASA’s policy team should become more involved in non-CBNRM policy issues, through collaborating with other “enabling environment for business” initiatives;

· Develop and maintain market sector based files; these would include specific work plans, studies, and activity log reports;

· Introduce timesheets for tracking ongoing efforts in each of the enterprise activity areas;

· Appropriately label, date and store reports, adapt database to allow for cross referencing documents; 

· Support only demand (for content) driven training, moving towards facilitation and reduced subsidies;

· Improve information gathering and introduce a more systematic approach to developing interventions, becoming more critical when determining where to become involved;

· Clearly define what impact CONASA expects from its interventions and which population segment it is seeking to affect, adjust performance measurement indicators appropriately;

· Adjust performance measurement indicators to assess change in activities and income at the household level, rather than CG or project area level;

· Establish a control group to help understand the correlations between increased incomes and conservation;

· Assess activities’ direct and indirect conservation benefits and rank activities relative to each other;

· Collect financial services market information and analyse problems for interventions in a possible second phase;

· Provide sufficient information to the communities so that they understand the risks associated with becoming involved in new types of activities;

· CONASA and the CRB’s should identify and promote investment opportunities to potential investors, focusing on commercial aspects;

· Based upon an analysis, exit from high risk and low potential activities;

· Focus on capturing relevant information from all the different actors within the market, analyzing it to identify constraints; determine why relationships and transactions are either not developed or inefficient.  This will include understanding what interactions each of the actors have beyond the household. Establish what information would be valuable to the household and other actors. Information dissemination should be focused on trying to make the market work better for the household enterprise. 

financial markets in the project area.


Capital markets need to become more liquid.


Saving need to increase.


Local investment needs to improve.


Credit needs to be efficiently allocated











� Meeting facilitated by TBNRM and Policy Component on Sept. 16, 2002


� Business Enhancement Strategy Training (BEST) is a Zambian project that has developed a ToT programme.


� CONASA Performance Report: For Period: February 2001 to September 2003


� In partnership with National Government Departments; ZAWA, Forestry, etc.


� e.g. Hernando De Soto 2000, The Mystery of Capital: Why capitalism triumphs in the west and fails everywhere else.


� ROSCA: individual members contribute money, accumulated savings are then given on credit terms to individual members; the credit facility is rotated amongst members. 


� INSAKA Technical Proposal, November 21, 2000.
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