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BCN PROGRAM DESCRIPTION - September 1999 

Background In the early 1990s, staff at the Biodiversity Support Program and their USAID colleagues identified 
three factors affecting biodiversity conservation efforts First was the observation that many mtegrated 
conservatlon and development projects being Implemented in areas of high b~odivers~ty were not hkely to succeed 
because they lacked a link between some of the economic act~vltles proposed and the need to conserve b~odlversity 
Second was the perceived increased interest in consumer markets for "ram forest products The presumption was 
~f products from biolog~cally diverse areas had a recogn~zed value m the marketplace, people llvmg m and around 
the ecosystems might conserve biod~versity in order to capture some of these economic benefits over the long-term 
Finally, it was observed that even though many projects promoting economic activities m areas of high b~odiversity 
claimed to be sustainable no one was certain of what the long-term biological, soc~al or economic impacts of these 
projects were on the biodivers~ty of an area and the local and mdigenous people living and working there An 
opportunity to evaluate enterpr~se-based approaches to address these issues was presented by the creation of the 
United States-Asla Environmental Partnership (US-AEP) program Withln this context, the Biodiversity 
Conservation Network for the Asia and Pacific Regions was initiated 

Program Overview The B~odiversity Conservation Network (BCN) was established to I )  support slte specific 
efforts to conserve b~od~versity at a number of sltes across Asia and the Paclfic and 2) evaluate the effectweness of 
enterprise-oriented approaches to community-based b~odiversity conservation To achieve these goals, BCN 
brought together organizations in Asia, the Pacific and the United States m active partnerships with local and 
indigenous communities The Network provided grants for projects that encourage the development of enterprises 
that are dependent on sustamed conservatlon of local biodiversity Projects supported by BCN grants had to 
monltor the social, economic, and biolog~cal impacts of this enterprise-onented approach to community-based 
conservation A key outcome of BCN's efforts, m add~t~on to supportmg s~te-specific conservation programs, 1s 
providing mformation to pohcy makers the donor community, and environmental and development organlzatlons 
about the conditions under wh~ch these enterprise-based approaches can contribute to biod~verslty conservation 

Approach BCN awarded two types of grants through a rigorous competltlve process Planning Grants and 
Implementat~on Grants The Plannmg Grants - in essence feasibil~ty study funds - were awarded up unt~l Aprll 
1994 to offset the costs of project design Three year Implementat~on Grants (some of which were given no-cost 
extensions beyond the or~ginal three-year period) were awarded to those groups whose projects met BCN s 
requirements for potential enterprise viab~lity and the development of monitormg plans to assess the biological, 
social, and economic Impacts of the enterprises 

Organization and Funding Biodiversity Conservat~on Network was a 20-millton dollar, 7-year program lnit~ated 
m late 1992 with funding from the US-AEP, which is led by the United States Agency for International 
Development (USAID) under cooperative agreement number AEP-A-00-92-00043-00 The BCN was a USAID 
attr~bution to the Global Environmental Fac~l~ty (GEF) The program was part of the Biodiversity Support Program 
(BSP), wh~ch is Implemented by a consortium of World Wildlife Fund, The Nature Conservancy, and World 
Resources Institute BSP works to conserve biological d~versity m developmg countries by supportmg innovative 

on-the-ground projects that Integrate conservation wlth soclal and economic development, research and analysls of 
conservation and development techniques, and mformation exchange and outreach 

US-AEP 1s a coalition of Asia/Pacific and American busmesses, community groups and governmental mstitutions 
The coalition enhances envlronmental protection and promotes sustainable development m Asia and the Pacific by 
mobilizmg U S envlronmental technology, expertise, and financial resources US-AEP a supported by a USAID 
program under the gu~dance of the mter-agency Trade Promotion Coordmatmg Committee For most of BCN's 
existence as a program, USAID's Center for the Envlronrnent m the Bureau for Global Programs, Field Support, 
and Research had management responsibll~ty 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
In its or~gmal design, BCN was a five-year program As the result of two no-cost evtens~ons of the 
cooperatwe agreement under which BCN IS funded, the program was stretched to a full seven years 
Those two extra years were crit~cal for BCN slnce ~t has been clear, from the first year of 
implementation, that five years was not golng to be enough to meet BCN7s twn  goals of supporting on- 
the-ground conservation efforts and testing a strategic hypothesis Among other things, those two extra 
years resulted in 

1 A much more effect~ve grants selection and management process whereby a strong portfol~o of 
projects emerged and closer working relat~onships developed between BCN and its partners, 

2 A large subset of projects wh~ch themselves were given no-cost extensions, often giving BCN and 
partner staff up to four years to develop mon~toring and enterprise-related skills and, qu~te  simply, to 
have a greater Impact on conservation of local b~odiversity and the lives of people lwmg In the 
project sltes, and 

3 A far more comprehensive and useful set of analyses and BCN publications which, together, test the 
or~gmal BCN hypothesis and convey ~mportant lessons learned and practical knowledge gamed at 
both the program and project levels 

T h ~ s  document is BCN's Final Techn~cal Report Its prlmary purpose is therefore to address each of 
BCN's programmat~c goals and objectives in the context of this seven-year history, w ~ t h  particular 
attention glven to activities conducted between Aprtl 1, 1999 and September 30, 1999 the SIX-month 
period wh~ch covered BCN7s second no-cost extension and which as of yet has not been reported upon 
(see BCN's Close-Out Work Plan I Aprzl1999 - 30 September 1999) Because we are attaching key 
analysis documents, this Technical Report 1s largely descr~ptive - and not analytical - of BCN's 
activltles over the past seven years In short, this Technical Report 

1 Briefly revlews BCN's goals, objectives, and activities over both the past seven years and, in more 
deta~l, during the last SIX months (Section 2), 

2 Provides a list of publ~cations avadable regarding the BCN program and the projects supported by 
BCN over the past seven years (Appendix A), and 

3 Includes BCN7s analysls of the original hypothesis, and some of the cond~tions under which t h ~ s  
enterprise-based strategy to biodiversity conservation did and dld not work (Appendix B) 

Throughout the report, we have included relevant comments made by our grantee partners in their final 
technical reports to BCN that we feel independently illustrate certain points that we are making Please 
note that these comments reflect an Indo-Pac~fic bias that is representatwe of both a) the authors' 
(Indones~a and Pacific Program Officers) geographic bias in terms of the projects they worked closest 
w~th, and b) the fact that all of BCN's extension grantees are located w~thln the Indo-Pacific region The 
report concludes with a few "partmg comments" from BCN's Duector and Senlor Program Officer 

The Programmat~c "Road Map" BCN Used 
Throughout its seven years, BCN developed and used a guide, or "road map", to achieve its twin goals of 
conservation Impact and an evaluation of the enterprise-approach to conservation To give a sense for 
how BCN structured its program work, it IS worth reviewing here 
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BCN focused on five spec~fic objectwes, each of which are linked to the program's five major 
components (see F~gure 1) In our first two years, BCN staff focused on developing an mst~tutional 
structure (Component A) and selectmg a balanced portfolio of projects (Component B) In our th~rd and 
fourth years, many of our energies went toward technically assisting our partners " ~ n  the field" In the~r 
~mplementat~on of h~gh quality projects (Component C) Durmg 1998, our fifth year, we continued work 
on Component C, but also put much more effort into gathermg data, conducting analyses over 
tnformat~on gathered (Component D), and commun~catmg "lessons learned" to decis~on makers, 
conservation pract~t~oners, and academia (Component E) In the last SIX months of BCN's close-out 
extension, we wrapped up the overall program (including the financ~al and techn~cal support we prov~de 
to our partners under Component C), focus~ng heavily on completing objectives tied to Components D 
and E 

In addit~on to thls, BCN pursued two other, distinct objectives which cut across all five of the sequential 
components in F~gure 1 Those two Cross-Cuttmg Objectives are sk~lls development and partnership 
budding Work related to these two objectives 1s also presented m t h ~ s  report 

FIGURE I 
Overv~ew of the BCN Program Components 

Management 
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Develop Select Ass~st ~n Collect Communi- 
Program Portfol~o Implement Data and ca te 

Concept & Projects An a lyze Results to 
Structure P C  ) t + o n  e s u t s  ) ( chents , 

Note The above d~agram focuses exclusrvely on BCN's stars actlv~t~es The communrt~es and groups 
rrnplementrng the projects In the BCN portfoho are concurrently addresang the s~mrlar Issues as they desrgn 
and Implement the~r projects 
- - - - 

2 DISCUSSION OF ACTIVITIES AND INDICATORS BY OBJECTIVE 
In the following d~scussion of each of BCN's five component and two cross-cutting objectives (wh~ch are 
taken from BCN's original work plans that were updated annually), we present 

1 A general, overall account of major activ~ties undertaken d u n g  the seven year program, October 
1992 through September 1999, and 

2 A more detailed update on activit~es implemented m the past six month close-out extension period, 
April through September 1999 
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OBJECTIVE A lnstltut~onal Structure & Grants Program 
The BCN s organizational structure is desrgned and rmplemented and a competrtrve grants program rs 
establrshed to meet the evolvzng needs of BCN s prrmary clrents 

1992-99 This objective was successfully met In doing so, several ~mportant events took place Those 
were 

1 BCN Structure - In June 1993, the BCN was operatmg w~th  just one permanent staff member and 
two short-term hires All of them were based In the Washington, D C headquarters office From 
t h ~ s  beginning, BCN's structure evolved a great deal by 

a Recruiting heavily so that a core D C -based staff team was h~red by end the of 1993, 

b Opening a Regional Field Office in Manila, Philippines, which was fully staffed by late 1994, 
and 

c Opening a senes of 1-2 person "satell~te" field offices in other locations where there was a 
critical mass of BCN-funded projects an Indonesia office In Jakarta in early 1995, a South Asia 
office In New Delhl, Ind~a In late 1995, and a Pac~fic office In Suva, FIJI In early 1997 T h ~ s  
resulted in a relat~vely decentralized operations structure (including supervisory relationships 
between staff), with the Washington, D C office acting as program headquarters The util~ty of 
t h ~ s  decentralization is discussed below under point 3 

At its peak, BCN had 5 full-time staff based In Washington, D C , 10 full-t~me staff In Asia and the 
Pac~fic, and several interns and part-t~me staff In the field offices and Wash~ngton D C headquarters 

Competitive Grants Program - By the end of 1993, a systemat~c process of rece~vmg, reviewmg, and 
respondmg to proposals was in place, though that process d ~ d  adapt over time As an example, BCN 
recognized early on the need to get staff in the field to interact with grantees and potential grantees, 
work with them on their project ~deas and des~gns (especially in India and Indonesia) This process 
made for a much stronger, proactwe and competltlve grants program At the same t~me, ~t made the 
review process more effective Internally, BCN staff was able to work with more and better qual~ty 
mformat~on Externally, when BCN convened the ~nternational Peer Rev~ew Comm~ttee to asslst 
w~th  the selection of Implementation Grants, BCN staff was able to provide important, "ground- 
truthed" supplementary and background mformation to the Peer Review members that could not be 
found in the proposals that had been submitted T h ~ s  proactive strategy, according to the positive 
feedback BCN recewed from ~ t s  many partners In the field, worked to the benefit of all parties 
mvolved In hmdsight, BCN still believes t h ~ s  was the most effective and objective process in 
d~stribut~ng support to grantee partners The lessons BCN learned about this process - what worked, 
what didn't and why - have been well documented in previous Annual Reports, so w~l l  not be 
repeated here 

4 Decentralization and Communrcatrons - Through the openlng of reg~onal and "satell~te" offices, 
BCN was able to cost-effectwely reduce staff and overhead costs m Washmgton, D C , while more 
~mportantly ensurlng closer communlcat~ons, more effective grants management, and stronger 
capac~ty buildmg of grantee projects and partners m the field As one Pac~fic grantee partner 
reported to BCN durmg mid- 1999 on the field offices 
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The sense ofpartnershrp with several management staflwas a very posrtrve aspect of BCN people 
actually helplng to do thrngs and achreve project goals in the field Decentralrzrng technrcal 
project staflthroughout the project area helped ach~eve this sense of partnership On the other 
hand decentralrzrng admrnrstratrve staflwas often of a hrndrance to us as the Manlla ofice was 
drficult to work wrth and most thrngs had to go back to Washrngton anywq 

Due to ~ t s  decentral~zed operations, one of BCN's cont~nu~ng challenges was the need to develop 
effect~ve communication systems that could span the geographic and time-zone d~stance between 
BCN staff members and project teams Throughout the seven years, BCN staff refined therr abrl~ty 
to exploit remote communicat~ons tools through the use electron~c mad, facs~mile, and telephone to 
communrcate effectwely w ~ t h  both one another and project partners However, it 1s necessary to 
polnt out here that one rmportant lesson that BCN learned from its decentralrzat~on IS that remote 
communrcatlons are not always a sufficrent substitute for "face time" (team meetrngs) when 
program-wide strategic plannmg and analyt~cal activities need to occur As a consequence, BCN 
staff occasronally came together in varrous locales and team configurat~ons (depending on the event) 
to ensure c r~ t~ca l  strateg~c, manager~al, and analytical issues were adequately d~scussed and resolved 
There were, undoubtedly, financ~al and other costs (e g , late n~ghts on the phone from homes durmg 
cross-tlme zone conference calls), but the decentrallzed communlcat~ons system worked well for 
both BCN as a grants management and techn~cal asslstance program, and, usually, for our project 
partners 

Aprd - September 1999 Withln the context of Objectlve A, BCN activltres over the last SIX months 
were concentrated on three areas 

Implernentatron of the New Instrtutzonal and Managerral Structure - Desp~te high staff attrition and 
loss of leadershrp durrng late 1998 through March 1999, BCN successfully managed to implement a 
new, flexible institutional and managerial structure whereby, during the last SIX months of the 
program, the Director was based In Jakarta and a reduced headquarters staff of two full-trme (a 
Senlor Program Officer and a Communications CoordinatorfSenior Admmstrative Assistant) and 
two part-time (a Program Coordinator and Research Ass~stant) employees were based in 
Washmgton, D C Thrs team worked through existing communicat~on channels and built new ones 
to ensure a smooth transltlon both as BCN continued to lose employees and also as new supervisory 

roles and relatronships were assumed Thrs was not an easy undertakrng given the amount of work to 
be completed durrng the extension perrod and the very h~gh level of amb~gu~ty with whrch the 
program worked day-to-day to prepare for the program's close 

Concentratzon of Analyszs and Communrcatron Work m Washlngton D C - W~th all of the field 
offices closed (except Jakarta), Washmgton, D C became the focal pornt for the analysis and 
communicatlons work It also became the node for publ~catron of all final communlcatron products 
(1 e , the Frnal Annual Report, Fmal Analytrcal Results paper, Lessons from the Field senes, and 
Patterns In Consemat~on) These products were prepared jointly between Jakarta, Washington, 
Manila, Ch~cago, Vancouver and other locales where former BCN employees and consultants 
continued to contribute qual~ty work, often pro bono, to further "get the word out" and contrrbute 
toward meaningful communtcation products This report is part of thls process Appendix A of thrs 
report contains a full 1st of BCN's communrcat~on products 

Complet~on of Program - As of September 30, all of BCN's field offices and the Washmgton, D C 
office were successfully closed As both a compet~twe grants management program and an 
"~nstrtution", BCN successfully ended ~ t s  seven-year l~fetrme wlth ~ t s  twln programmatic goals of 
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conservation and enterprise evaluat~on ach~eved Funding for all projects ended on June 30, 1999, 
and all other small grants (e g , for assistance m completing communications products) ended by 
September 15, 1999 W~th the exception of two projects (BScCIGunung Hal~mun and 
NATRIPALPalawan), all outstandmg financ~al and programmatic matters were completed with 
partners in the field Through the support of the Blodlverslty Support Program (BSP) Operat~ons 
D~v~sion, BCN's financial books wdl be closed for the program by December 30, 1999 BSP and 
World Wildlife Fund (in ~ t s  capacity as lead agent in the BSP Consortium) have agreed to ensure that 
any outstanding Issues which may arise beyond September 30 are properly addressed and resolved 

OBJECTIVE B Balanced Portfol~o of Projects 
By January 1997 a balancedportfolzo of up to 22 Implementatron Grants u created wzth grants 
awarded to teams wrth the hrghest qualzty proposals as determrned by a competztzve and fazr process 

1992-99 T h ~ s  Objective was successfully met By 1996, BCN had awarded 37 SIX- to twelve-month 
Plannlng Grants and 20 three-year Implementation Grants from an original pool of approximately 400 
proposals and concept papers rece~ved The 37 Planning Grants were spread throughout 10 countries 
The 20 Implementation Grants were concentrated in seven countries (Nepal, India, Indones~a, 
Ph~l~pplnes, Papua New Gumea, Solomon Islands, and Fiji), with only Thailand, Western Samoa and Sri 
Lanka receivmg Planning, but not Implementation, Grants Indonesia had tw~ce as many (SIX) 
Implementatlon Grants as any other single country India, Papua New Gumea, and the Ph~lippines each 
had three Implementation Grants, Nepal and Solomon Islands two, and Fiji just one 

Thls 'p~lot' process of awarding Planning Grants to assess project performance prior to full award of 
Implementatlon Grants was seen as useful not only by BCN and ~ t s  program constituents, but also by 
project partners This IS exempl~fied through the following feedback that further builds on the pdot 
process idea, received withm the Univers~ty of South Pac~fic (FIJI) Ftnal Technical Report 

The plannrng grant approach was a useful one m that it gave project partners a chance to get to 
know each other and see how they could work together Even then a six-month period rs fazrly 
short for this A concept of a pzlotphase ofperhaps a year followrng the plannrng grant m whzch 
there are agreed outputs and the potential of the project team to work together and meet those 
outputs could be a usefil one to test 

As the program evolved, BCN got much better at selecting (along with the Peer Review Committee) 
strong projects that would allow it to meet its twln goals of conservation impact and hypothesis-testing 
Early on, BCN created a systematic review process and a list of criteria and important characteristics to 
ensure that a dwersified portfolio of projects would emerge As a consequence, BCN's portfoho of 
projects involved enterpnses representing everything from bioprospecting to ecotourism, timber 
harvestmg to hand~crafts Projects were based In coastal and marine habitats and trop~cal forests, and 
were implemented by local and international NGOs, consortia, through partnerships with private 
bus~nesses, and collaborations between universit~es, government entities, and churches This approach of 
actwely managing a diversified portfolio and seeking out characterist~cs where the portfolio was "weak", 
or needed diversity, proved essential to developing a competitive grants program and rigorously 
analyzing the social and conservation Impacts BCN had (e g , the last two Implementatlon Grants 
awarded went to Yayasan Hualopu of Indonesia and the University of South Pac~fic of Fiji - both marine 
projects and, as ~t turns out, two of our best examples of innovat~on and conservation impact) 
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The process of selecting these 20 Implementat~on Grant reclplents is bel~eved to have been completed In 
as fa~r ,  objectlve, and transparent a process as BCN and the Peer Rev~ew Committee could have made it 
w~thout compromising a necessary degree of confidential~ty, even gwen the extraneous circumstances 
wh~ch affected the select~on of two Implementat~on Grants 

W ~ t h ~ n  the context of this second programmatx objectlve of a balanced portfol~o of projects, several 
points need to be h~ghlighted 

1 No-Cost Extensrons Awarded - The vast majority (1 8 out of 20) of Implementation Grants awarded 
were glven no-cost extenslons In each case, these extensions were awarded to projects wh~ch met 
three criteria (a) they had progress~vely ach~eved on-the-ground conservation, enterprise 
development, and monltorlng work during the ~ n i t ~ a l  three-year tlme period and appeared to be In a 
pos~tlon to cont~nue to build upon thrs foundat~on, (b) they had begun ~mplement~ng smooth and 
thorough close-out grant plans, and (c) they had adequate funds ava~lable after the end of the~r  lnitlal 
three-year contract to extend conservat~on and enterpr~se act~vi t~es  The AsIan Economic Cr~sis of 
1997 and 1998 in Indones~a and other countr~es stretched the US Dollar-based Implementat~on 
Grants to such an extent that some projects, w ~ t h  no add~t~ons  to the~r  exlstlng contracts, ended up 
achieving four to five years of conservat~on work w ~ t h  only three years of budgeted funding This IS 

an interesting example of how some grantees were able to stretch the value of the lnltlal Investment 
made by BCN beyond projected conservat~on outcomes and t~meltnes 

2 Three Implementatron Grants Closed Early - It IS Important to note that BCN's Implementat~on 
Grants extenslons were countered by early closure of other Implementation Grants BCN actwely 
managed ~ t s  grants portfol~o and took its accountab~l~ty for a sound program very seriously As a 
result, BCN made the hard decis~on to termlnate funding for three projects earlier than expected 
Conservat~on Internat~onal's work In Indones~a and Philippines was ended early, as was ~ t s  contract 
for work In Papua New Gumea BCN also closed the BScCIUn~vers~ty of Indones~a Grant early, 
despite the good work bemg done in the field In Gunung Halimun In each case, the d e c ~ s ~ o n  was 
well-documented and necessary 

Four Implementatron Grants Reorganrzed - In addition to no-cost extenslons and early closures, 
BCN worked with its partners to restructure four of its Implementat~on Grants Before terminatmg 
the BScC Grant, we tried to restructure it by transferrmg financ~al and administrative management to 
an affiliated ent~ty (Univers~ty of Indones~a) Unfortunately, ne~ther t h ~ s  new arrangement at BScC 
nor our efforts to do a s ~ m ~ l a r  transfer of an Implementatlon Grant from WWF-Philipp~nes to its 
local partner, NATRIPAL, solve the Issues at hand These two projects constitute the most 
challenging managerial and admin~strat~ve issues BCN faced On the other hand, BCN worked 
successfully with WWF-Indones~a to transfer its Implementatlon Grant in full to its local 
counterpart, YBLBC, and to transfer nearly $1 00,000 from the TNC-Indones~a Implementation 
Grant to the TNC-Solomon Islands one 

4 A Small Grants Mechanrsm Was Developed and Used - To support the work be~ng done through the 
Implementation Grants, BCN Initiated an internal Small Grants program Through ~ t ,  we supported 
work by, among others, the Internat~onal Marlneltfe Alliance (a cornerstone study of the use of 
cyanrde on coral reef fisher~es in Indonesia and the Ph~lippmes), Bina Swadaya (commun~ty 
development ass~stance to the Harvard Unlvers~ty project in West Kal~mantan) and the Indonesian 
Center for Environmental Law (a comparative analysis of commun~ty t~mber harvesting In 
Indonesia) In all, we awarded over 15 Small Grants for various activities, all of which were 
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designed to support work belng done In the field, and the majorlty of which were awarded to local 
organizatlons 

5 Strong Projects Attract Future Fundmg - Early on, one of the USAID Performance Monitormg 
Ind~cators we reported on was the leveraging of funds from other donor sources for the work BCN 
was supporting In a similar way, indicative of the strength of our portfolio of 20 Implementation 
Grant projects 1s that nearly all of them already have or are about to recelve further funding This 
fundmg is often a mix of traditional donor sources, pr~vate sector lending, and revenue generated by 
the project enterprises themselves The project in Garhwal, Indla IS emblematic of this In its Final 
Technical Report to BCN, Enterprise Works Worldw~de wrote 

Whxle BCN support ended m December 1998 the srlk and honey enterprxse actxvltxes are 
contrnuxng and will be expanded wlth supportfi-om the Ford Foundatxon and the Small Zndustrres 
Development Bank of Indra We are rntendrng to extend both project and company actxvrtles to 
four watersheds m addxtron to the two rn whxch we are alrea& actwe In four years we alm to 
have a total of I I00 famrlres involved m the companres and conservatxon actlvrtles 

Sim~lar situat~ons ex~st for projects in Ir~an Jaya (Indonesia), Luzon (Philippines), Humla (Nepal), 
and Verata (Fiji) The pomt be~ng made here 1s that because these strong projects are ach~evmg 
good conservat~on work through their enterprise development and monitoring, they are being 
externally recogmzed for t h ~ s  strength and subsequently are belng supported beyond the BCN 
lifetime Their conservation work will contlnue 

Aprd - September 1999 By June 30, 1999, all funding for the projects m the portfolio ended 
Sim~larly, all Small Grants ended by July 3 1, 1999, with the except~on of short-term, techmcal assistance 
Small Grants for audits and final communication products, which all ended September 15 Much of 
BCN's energy durlng the last six months was geared toward ensuring a complete and profess~onal close- 
out of these contractual relat~onships In part~cular, BCN 

1 Contznued to Work wrth Partners - BCN Program Officers continued to meet and correspond with 
project teams to ensure a smooth close-out and transition period, especially with those projects that 
were awarded no-cost extensions through June 1999 (most of wh~ch were in Indonesia) F~nancial 
management and auditlng proved the most time consummg close-out activity, even for BCN's Small 
Grant rec~p~ents, and 

2 Assrsted Partners m Plannzng for Future Work - When time permitted, BCN staff worked with 
extension partners to asslst them as they des~gned projects and proposals - and sought add~t~onal 
funding - for future work, espec~ally where monitoring and enterprise development were concerned 
T h ~ s  was especially true for the projects In Irian Jaya and West Kalmantan, Indonesia 

Lastly, BCN, with assistance from the BSP Operations team, successfully and comprehensively 
completed the archival of Grant Agreements, Amendments, audits, technical and financial dellverables, 
and other relevant information from both the headquarters and field offices This systematic and 
organized archlval process will ensure ease of reference, by others, of BCN activities past ~ t s  l~fetime 
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OBJECTIVE C H~gh  Quahty Projects 
CI Enterprise By March 1999 at least 10 enterprises that have been dzrectly znvolved in the BCN 
program are operating on at least a break-even basrs (wrthout subsrdzes) 

1992-99 The Objective was largely met, dependmg on the t~meframe In whlch enterprlse success was 
measured Over the past six years, BCN staff worked closely wlth partners to develop their core 
enterprlses A total of 48 enterprlses were lnit~ated or supported through BCN fund~ng These 
enterprlses can be categorized broadly as belng elther 'product' or 'serv~ce' oriented, and more 
specifically as focusmg on either (a) tlmber harvesting, (b) non-tlmber forest product harvest~ng, (c) 
eco- and research-tourism, (d) fisheries, or (e) bloprospecting If we ~nclude Planning Grants awarded, 
the number of enterprises Increases to over 60 Many of these addlt~onal enterprises, such as damar 
tappmg In Krui, Indones~a and okarr nut harvestmg on the Managalas Plateau of Papua New Guinea, 
contmue to take advantage of the work achieved through the BCN Plannmg Grants they recewed 

Wlth its Implementation Grant-supported enterprlses, BCN continuously emphasized the importance of 
marketing, moving up the value-added cham, proper bookkeeping, and adequately accounting for all 
costs Clearly, all of these steps are essent~al for financ~al v ~ a b ~ l ~ t y  On-site technical assistance by BCN 
staff, cross-s~te v~slts to expose partner staff to better buslness practices, BCN sponsorship of selected 
staff at lnternatlonal and national exhibltlons and trade shows, and bulld~ng capaclty of partners through 
BCN-funded consultancles were all used to enhance enterprlse capac~ty Observat~ons shared by the 
Conservat~on International Solomon Islands team in thew Flnal Technical Report regarding BCN's 
financ~al and technical enterprlse support are as follows 

It goes wrthout sayrng that the fundrng that BCN has contrrbuted to the project has been of crrtzcal 
Importance to the project partrcularly m relatron to enterprzse development The attrtude of BCN 
stafhas been consrstently enthusrastzc firendly and understandrng particularly rn relatron to the 
realrtres o f je ld  work Thew understandrng andflexrbrlrty has been crucral to a successful 
workzng relatzonshrp 

The results of all of BCN's five years of assistance toward produc~ng high qual~ty are summarized wlthm 
the follow~ng SIX points 

1 Enterprzses Have Attazned or Are Approachrng Frnancral Vzability - By July 1999, nearly half (46%, 
or 17) of the 37 enterprlses wlth accurate profit and loss statements were "financ~ally viable" 
(operating wlthout subsidy), wlth 7 enterprlses (19%) meetlng opportunity costs (I e , generating a 
profit) and an additional 10 (27%) reaching the break-even polnt, where all varlable and fixed costs 
are bemg covered by sales revenues Th~rteen enterpr~ses had covered the~r varlable, but not fixed, 
costs Lastly, 3 enterprises were generating some revenues, whlle 4 were not yet generating any 
revenues In~tlally, a far greater proportion (48%) of the enterprlses reported to BCN that they were 
profitable However BCN tempered this optlmlsm through a more thorough analysis of all known 
costs (~nclusive of mon~toring and management costs), findmg that most enterprlses were not 
necessardy counting costs in the way they should Flnally, of the total 48 enterprlses BCN has 
supported, the majorlty are "financially successful" ~f one takes Into account a five-year tlme horlzon 
(three years 1s arguably too short a time period to analyze true financial vlablllty, even for businesses 
in the U S ) and looks at projections for these enterprlses At present, ~t appears likely that nearly all 
of the enterpr~ses w ~ l l  continue beyond the BCN finding honzon, with only one or perhaps two that 
certainly w11l not the fisheries enterprlse In Solomon Islands that, based upon all analyses and 
market outlooks, 1s expected to fold, and the timber harvestmg buslness In Indonesia that never sold 
a plank, but could have a future ~f the pol~tlcal cllmate for the business remains encouragtng But 
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even when enterpr~ses have struggled financ~ally, there are still valuable outcomes, as ev~denced 
through t h ~ s  final technical report feedback rece~ved from BCN's project partners ~mplement~ng the 
struggl~ng Solomon Islands fishery enterprlse 

Based on recent drscussrons wrth communrtres throughout the Arnavon Islands regron there u 
strong andposrtrve rnterest m the development of enterprrses compatrble wrth conservatron 
objedwes Thrs rnterest rs drrectly connected to the hrstoiy of the project Inevrtably wrth any 
new untrred undertakrng occasronally we are requrred to back up and change drrectron An 
approach of try revrew revrse and reby must be used m the novel and groundbreakrng work 
which we are attemptrng 

[4n] event that drd not take place as hoped was thefinancral vrabrlrty of thefisherres centers 
The centers strll require a subsrdy and will requrre support for some trme We hope to find 
contrnued support that wdl allow the enterprrses trme to find out ifthey have the potentral to 
ach~eve financ~al sustarnabrlrty 

The message being communicated in this excerpt is clear, and consistent throughout the BCN 
portfolio implementing financ~ally viable community-based enterprlses with~n a short time frame IS 

a challenging task Subsidles designed to support enterprise actlv~t~es that under-pin conservat~on 
efforts should be recognized as an often necessary and valuable mechan~sm in encouragmg long- 
term sustainability These critical lessons on enterprise vrabil~ty and subsidy have been validated 
through BCN's own enterprlse evaluation (see BCN's Fznal Analytzcal Results in Appendix B) 

Productron Improvements -Nearly all of the projects demonstrated s~gnlficant ~mprovements in the~r 
production, quality control, and marketing systems over the past years - including the servlce- 
oriented "products", like ecotour~sm Upscale rattan handbags and butterfl~es from Indonesia, 
adventure tourism trips and ngalz nut oil in Solomon Islands, essent~al oils and Rhino safaris In 
Nepal - In each of these cases, problems w~th  filling orders, difficulties In obtainmg permits, 
controlling for product spollage and damage, and/or shortages in supplies were encountered by the 
project team and addressed with BCN support, some to the extent that these same enterprises have 
overcome their challenges and are now able to compete successfully within international markets 

Enterprzses Moved up the Value-Added Cham - Many of the enterprises (e g , ATI-Nepal, TNC- 
Indonesia, YDT, UMass/TERI) moved up the value-added chain during the~r  Implementation Grant 
phase, capturing significantly more revenues for local producers and, at the same time, allowing 
BCN to look at the impacts of the higher earnings on local incentives for conservation and more 
susta~nable management of resources Thls was a very Important objeclve both the BCN Program at 
individual project levels that has been achieved 

Implementers Separatzon of Project and Bzcszness Actzvztles - Many, but not all, of the project 
partners made the important step of separatmg thelr busmess records from thelr more traditional, 
socially and environmentally-oriented NGO project activities This was not an easy step for many of 
our partners, whether they were a local or international NGO This kind of business orientation is 
st111 quite new to most of these groups, some having done or presently are doing t h ~ s  orientation wlth 
much success As just one example, in 1998-99, YBLBC (managing the sales of butterflies ranched 
from the Arfak Mountams) established a legally regtstered for-profit branch, greatly easing product 
marketing logistics and clearing the way for community member ownership through share purchases 
This step 1s a critical one for almost all of the enterpr~ses/projects BCN supported, m part because by 
domg it, they are able to approach traditional, commercially-based lending institutions llke local 
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banks and cred~t systems The projects In Garhwal, Ind~a and Humla, Nepal are also both ~ n d ~ c a t ~ v e  
of this experience 

Marketmg Improved - Marketing was, in almost all cases, an act~v~ty that was s~mply not taken 
ser~ously enough by our ~mplementmg partners It was common for production and sk~lls budding to 
begm before the project staff began a serious analys~s of the markets - the prices, the log~st~cs, the 
demand, the consumer, the competition By July 1999, there was vast ~mprovement across the 
portfol~o of projects, w~th  YBLBC expanding ~ t s  butterfly-buymg market, KEF's jelhes and jams 
finding shelf space In larger grocery stores, CIISIDT wlnnlng a h~ghly coveted global ecotourism 
award from Conde Nast Traveler Magame for outstandmg ecotourism venture, and YDT sponsormg 
both a subsector market analys~s and vis~ts by the v~llage weavers themselves to major market 
centers (e g , Ball, Yogyakarta) to get a better sense for what they are compet~ng against, what the 
prices are, and what the markets want In terms of quality and quantity 

Busrness Skrlls Improved - Busmess operations and busmess pr~nc~ples were, for the most part, st111 
very new to our partners T h ~ s  general lack of busmess skills and knowledge was in some ways a 
major bottleneck, espec~ally where marketing, financial management, and quality control were 
concerned At the same time however, the vast majority of BCN's partners have stated that bemg 
able to learn and apply new busmess sk~lls not only for then- enterprlses, but also in the operation of 
then NGO ~tself, was one of the greatest benefits of working with BCN and applymg an enterpr~se- 
based approach to conservat~on It was an ~mportant source of empowerment, BCN was told, for 
many of the staffs and NGOs As staff from YDT reported 

BCN was l ~ k e  going to school Now we have the confidence to do rt on our own 

1999 Act~vlt~es BCN staff contmued to give some enterprise-or~ented assistance over the last six 
months, mostly geared toward activities that would assist partners in strengthening thew managerla1 and 
techn~cal capacity to operate sustamable enterprlses In the future However, two mam actwties in regard 
to this Objectwe were achieved as follows 

1 Provldrng Usefiil Analyses of Enterprue Viabrlrty - As ment~oned earlier, many of our projects were 
reportmg profits or near profits when, in fact, ~f they counted all true costs involved in operatmg the 
enterprise, they were actually qu~te far from profitab~lity As a result, BCN staff spent a good deal of 
t ~ m e  analyz~ng the enterpnses7 various financ~al records not only to ass~st our partners, but also to 
asslst BCN with its analys~s of the conservation and soclo-economlc impacts these enterprlses are 
havmg In short, we used the period to consider enterpr~se complexity, current enterpr~se 
profitabihty (tn terms of the extent to whlch varlable and fixed costs are met), and the potential for 
future financial v~abll~t-y By doing this, we were able to determine that the Verata, FIJI 
b~oprospecting operat~on and fru~t and honey processmg units of B111glr1 Rangan Hdls, Ind~a had the 
best profit margins of any of BCN's enterprises, while the Solomon Islands fisheries project was 
furthest from vlabil~ty We also learned that the handbags In West Kalimantan, the butterfl~es In 
Ir~an Jaya, the essent~al oils m Nepal, and many others were either truly at a break-even pomt or very 
l~kely to be there soon We also found that, across the portfoho, enterprise management costs were 
seriously underrepresented and would likely need to be an essent~al area (perhaps along w~th  
marketmg) where donors should focus their dollars In future enterprise-based consewatlon strategies 

2 Encouragrng No-Cost Extensron Partners to Use Rernarnrng Funds to Improve Marketrng - Related 
to what was wr~tten earher, we worked on-site w ~ t h  partners to encourage and thmk about new 
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marketmg strateg~es for the future, through cross-slte vis~ts, facilitat~on and support of tr~ps to 
various product expositions and related marketing opportunities, etc 

C2 Project Monrtorrng By January 1998 at least 15 project srtes are collectrng sufficient soczal 
economrc and brologrcal data leadrng to at least rnrtzal conclusrons regardzng the condrtrons requrred 
for an enterprrse-based approach to promote consewatron 

1992-99 The Objective was successfully met Monitoring and data collection were always top prloritles 
for BCN, but espec~ally between 1997 and 1999 By the end of 1998, most BCN project partners drd 
second and third ~terat~ons of their surveys, ~nterv~ews, resource transects, etc , often simpl~fying and 
refining the process along the way And all of the portfolio projects collected data useful for the BCN's 
ultimate analysis of the condit~ons under which enterprise-based approaches to conservat~on are or are 
not effective W~th regard to t h ~ s  mon~tor~ng Objective, five events stand out as s~gnificant 

I BCN s Mzd-Term Evaluatzon Emphasrzes Better Monrtorrng - When BCN was first des~gned, ~t was 
assumed that the Plannmg Grant phases could be used by partners to conduct therr baseline surveys 
and, at the same time, develop their monitoring plans for a three-year implementation per~od Th~s, 
as it turned out, was far too optimlstlc Very few of the Plannmg Grant recipients did e~ther the 
baselme surveys or mon~torrng plans, much less both What BCN and its partners learned IS that no 
one - not even the large mternational conservation NGOs - really knew how to do effectwe, 
practical monitoring In the field, especially the kind of monitoring that commun~ty members could 
~mplement and, at the same tlme, would be useful for BCN7s ult~mate analysis BCN staff also 
learned that projects too were unclear about what BCN expected from its partners Early on, BCN 
convened a meetmg of 'experts' In the field, drafting Gurdel~nes for Monrtorzng and Evaluatron of 
BCN-Funded Projects From here, BCN began to work directly, though not systematically, with 
partners to strengthen them monitoring plans, especially those partners that already rece~ved 
Implementation Grants by mid- 1994 Much additronal monitoring work was done, but ~t dld not 
appear to be working well and had little value In Apnl 1996, John Mellor Assoc~ates, Inc 
completed their mtd-term evaluation of the BCN They felt BCN was, largely, right on track with 
almost every aspect of the program, except the monitoring The evaluation team felt BCN needed to 
do more to "Develop simple techn~ques for monitoring biodiversity, enterprise profitability, and 
social structures of participation " BCN needed to ensure that the monitoring would produce enough 
consistent and useful mformation for both local communities and BCN7s own analysis of the 
enterprise-based strategy and ~ t s  core hypothesis In short, the team emphasized that BCN had to 
provide technical guidance on how to make the monitoring simpler, more cost efficient, and more 
appropriate to the skill and resource levels on site 

2 Monrtorrng Framework Meetlngs held wrth Project Partners - BCN took the mid-term evaluation's 
recommendation on monitoring to heart Part of the response was a series of three regronal 
workshops where, after BCN staff ~tself began to develop more realistic and cost effic~ent 
monitoring frameworks, project partners were brought together to help design individually tadored 
monitormg programs These regional meetings m India and the Philippines were then followed up 
by mdividual and teams of program officers makmg on-site visits to help partners further refine and 
implement the biological, socioeconomic and enterprise monitormg plans Within a short span of 
time, BCN staff had worked directly with all of the Implementation Grant recipients in the field 
The amount of work this took and just how far most of the partners were from being able to 
implement these three monitormg components on theu own cannot be overstated 
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3 Monrtorrng Plan Design and Implementatron Assurance - Over tlme, most of projects Improved 
their community monitoring efforts a great deal as a result of BCN's highly hands-on techn~cal 
assistance commrtment, in terms of deslgn tralnlng, and ~mplementation of community monltorlng 
techn~ques Examples of t h ~ s  improvement Include YDT became better momtors of socioeconomic 
impact, RCF refined thelr biological mon~toring program, YBLBC and Hualopu/Rumsram 
demonstrated that, w~ th  tramng and assstance, Irianese vdlagers could really do sohd monitor~ng 
and data collection, and CIISIDT project residents ran per~od~c resource transects along the~r upland 
forests, assessing the b~olog~cal impacts of their enterprise mterventions From the USP team, these 
words were offered to BCN on the subject of monitoring capacity bu~ld~ng 

The sense of partnershrp wrth several management staflwas a very posrtrve aspect of BCN people 
actually helprng to do thrngs and achreve project goals rn the field In our case thrs was 
especrally the brologrcal monrtorrng trarnrng of John Parks and the encouragement of Drane 
Russell to pursue the socroeconomrc monrtor~ng The former has rntroduced a new skrll m the 
regron whrch rs now much m demand 

All of these assistance achievements represented a very long process of continuous work, refinement, 
flexlbll~ty, and pat~ence by all partles involved, particularly by the grantees It was not always easy 
In ~ t s  Fmal Technical Report, the Verata, FIJI project pr~ncipal investigator evaluates this shift made 
toward community mon~toring assistance following the mid-term evaluation as follows 

Theflexrbrlrty m the BCNpolrcy was both good and bad Two marn changes were a mrd-stream 
requrrement for a plannrng grant rather than rt berng optronal and the drastrc change m the 
approach to monrtorrng after the mrd-term revlew On the whole I thrnk the changes were 
beneficral but rt u better to get rt rrghtfiom the outset 

BCN staff, itself, became much better at t h ~ s  process, as well The book "Measures of Success" was 
just one outcome and indicator of all this hard work and thtnking Another is the wealth of data that 
was collected, collated, and analyzed over time This is not to say that all of the data collected would 
stand up to scientific scrutiny, or that we had perfect cons~stency in data sets across all of the 
projects But community monitoring within the Network dzd work, and these opportunities to 
provide techn~cal assistance gave BCN staff not only the opportunity to collect much needed data on 
slte and solidify relationships w~ th  project partners during BCN's hfetime and for the future, ~t also 
created cond~tions under whtch it is more likely that the monitoring wdl contlnue even after BCN 
support has ended BCN-supported projects In the Padaido Islands, Arfak Mountams, Humla, 
Verata, and others are all excellent examples of where "community monitoring" is not just rhetoric 

4 BCN stafSCollected the Mznrmum Data Set - Program staff ~nitially identtfied data gaps and areas 
where data quality was poor by reviewing through an array of project documents Staff then worked 
closely with project teams to fill these holes and Improve the data quallty as needed to assess the 
efficacy of using an enterprise-oriented approach for conservation On occasion, on-site data 
collection excursions and monitoring technical assistance trips coincided or were immediately 
followed by meetings among various BCN staff members to discuss revisions in the BCNAnaZytrcal 
Framework, the development of which was startmg In m ~ d  1997 to ensure that the data collected 
were consistently and systematically measured across project sites within a robust and logical 
analytical context These intensive, face-to-face meetings between BCN staff, consultants, and 
project partners were invaluable in terms of solid data collection and analysis The process began by 
defining BCN's unlt of analysis, the project site Because most of the Implementation Grant Projects 
were actually working in more than one project ate, each site typically sustainmg between one and 
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two enterprises, In the end these analytical meetmgs determmed that BCN hosted 39 project sltes 
representmg 48 separate enterprises, as opposed to merely 20 grantees T h ~ s  made monitormg and 
analysis more d~fficult for both BCN and the partner teams, but ~t also made analytical results more 
accurate, rigorous, and reaI To give an example, ~nit~ally the Nature Conservancy sa~d  its target was 
to conserve, using BCN funds and the enterprise strategy, all 1 17,000 hectares of Lore Lindu 
Nat~onal Park This was, of course, impossible glven that they were, actually, concentrating then- 
actlvit~es In three distinct areas around the Park - areas that, once we had a better phys~cal, soc~al, 
and temporal site defintt~on for added up to only about 20,000 hectares of the Park These efforts to 
get more realistic measurements of the s ~ t e  where project impacts were ocurring was cr~tical to 
BCN's overall analys~s and, according to many of our partners, c r~ t~ca l  for them to ~mplement 
projects that were far more effective than when they were first des~gned (see Measures of Success 
and Measurrng Conservatron Impact, both listed in Append~x A) 

4 Monztorrng Techniques were Shared wzth a Wzder Audrence - Project-level monitoring methods and 
lessons-learned were constantly being shared between project partners, and between project partners 
and the w~der conservatlon commun~ty After all, what good IS all the mformation unless it IS 

shared? Yayasan Rumsram staff were inv~ted to write-up its monitormg program and experiences In 
an ICLARM book on the subject, UMass/TERI has published numerous art~cles on the~r work, 
startmg In 1998, international workshops were held in India, FIJI, Papua New Guinea and the 
Phil~ppmes where all of our partners themselves presented mon~toring methods, data and lessons 
learned, BCN and project staff (e g , from RCF, TNC-Indones~a, USP, ATI-India, and PHF) made 
presentations In numerous, sc~entifically respected mternational fora like the Annual Meetings of the 
Soc~ety for Conservation Biology and the Pacific Science Congresses, BCN published m ODI's 
Charnsaws as a Tool for Conservatzon7, and monitoring results and analyses were shared via BCN's 
web ate, Lessonsfrom the Freld serles, and Annual Reports As the Verata, FIJI staff wrote 

Another posrtwe pornt was encouragrng project people to attend appropriate sczentrfic meetzngs 

At the program level, BCN's AnaIytlcal Framework (as well as the YDT and TNC-I projects data 
collection methods) received a great deal of attention from other peers, includ~ng (a) Conservation 
~nternat~onaf, who are adopt~ng much of the Framework's approach to measure conservatlon impacts 
w~thin thetr own Enterpr~se Development Program, (b) CIFOR, which hosted a conference on the 
topic In Medan in February 1998, and (c) the Rural Development & Natural Resources Sector Unit of 
the World Bank, which used two of the Framework's variables withm a community coastal resources 
study of the~r own undertaken In the South Pacific during 1998 and 1999 Of course, BSP/BCNYs 
Measures of Success contlnued to be distributed w~dely, gettlng a lot of ~nterest from w~thln the field 
and academ~a 

1999 Many people have sa~d  that one of BCN's endurmg legac~es will be ~ t s  focus on and approach to 
appropriate, simple, commun~ty-involved monitoring at the project level Recognizing this, BCN staff 
contmued, during the final phase of the program, to 

1 Asslst Partners wrth Future Monrtormg - When requested, BCN staff continued to provide technical 
assistance to projects to refine thew monitoring plans, to collect and analyze data that w~ l l  be used for 
future project management, and to ensure that the monitoring will contmue beyond the life of BCN 
(e g , RumsramlHualopu and USP), and 

2 Drssemmate Lessons Learned and Methodologres - BCN and partner staff contmued, through vanous 
means, to "get the word out" about appropriate monltormg methods and data collection, topics which 
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st111 seem to confound many large- and small-scale conservatlon and development projects As just 
one example, BCN and the MacArthur Foundation sponsored an International workshop and 
conference in FIJI whlch brought together all of the BCN-supported, marine-based projects including 
village member representatwes from Solomon Islands, FIJI, and Indones~a First, the partner teams 
worked together In Verata vlllage, talklng about common lessons learned, principles for 
conservatlon, challenges and successes They even got In the water and compared monltorlng 
methodologies resulting in a meaningful lnteractlon on the subject, especially between the Padaido 
islands and Verata groups who as a consequence discussed plannlng a follow-up cross-slte vlslt 
beyond the BCN llfetlme, wlth the Fijlans going to Irian Jaya Next, this work was followed by a 
conference at the University of the South Paclfic on the experiences of these manne-based projects 
and their recommendations on how best to Implement community marine resources management, as 
told by the project implementers themselves In the audience were academics, government offic~als, 
conservation and development NGOs and others Mass media coverage of the event Included a spot 
(with interviews of local community members) on the Nat~onal FIJI Televlslon evening news, 
newspaper articles, and a vldeo taped proceedings 

Not all of thls dissemination work on monitoring was "internal " BCN staff continued to share ~ t s  
work, methods, and experlences wlth the World Bank in Washington, D C , the MacArthur 
Foundation, the Indonesian Blodlverslty Foundation, World Resources Institute, CIFOR, USAID 
country offices, AustralIan Publlc Radio, and many others The maln message bemg delivered to all 
was that communlty members can do monitoring, and that the optlmal mlx for the sake of on-site 
conservatlon 1s collaboration between the scientific communlty (imparting shills and verifying data) 
and motivated community members and NGO practltloners lmplementlng the work and provldlng 
the resources to get ~t done 

OBJECTIVE D H~gh  Quality Analyses 
Throughout the Ilfe of the project rneanrngfid analytrcal eforts are undertaken m conjunction wlth 
Grantees on all zrnportant toplcs rdentfied by BCN stafSand Grantees 

1992-99 Thls objective was met It is our collective feeling that some of the most rigorous, systematic 
analysls of a USAID conservation program has been Implemented by BCN and its partners Since about 
1995, BCN staffs attentron to high quallty analysis of the hypothesis and the Impact of the project's we 
support has been building By 1997, ~t was a major focus of our time and collective energy And 
throughout 1998- 1999, BCN staff made continuous, intensive efforts to work wlth partners to gather data 
vltal to BCN7s final, overall Analytical Framework At the same time, the Framework was being 
frequently refined m response to analytical and methodological strengths and weaknesses ldentlfied by 
BCN staff, project partners, and peer reviewers Gradually, BCN staff began turnlng the refined 
measurements and collected data into exploratory analyses and analytical presentations The result of 
this enormous analytical undertaking 1s not only the Fznal Analytrcal Results document (Appendix B), 
but also (a) an extensive set of Data Text Documents that contain all relevant qualitative and quantltatlve 
data for each of the projects and their respective sites and enterprises, (b) comprehensive files of all 
quantitatlve analyses that were conducted (particularly in regard to the non-parametric chi square tests 
and cumulative, annual, enterprise profit and loss statements) across a1 variables measured, and (c) the 
revised, expanded, Analytzcal Framework All of these analytical outputs are to remain on file past the 
BCN lifetime w~th  the BSP's Analysis and Adaptive Management Division 

Without going into great detail here (as Appendix B does this), we would hke to list four major results, 
or "take-home" pomnts, from BCN's analysis of using an community enterprise-approach to conservatlon 
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Enterprises can create mcentlves for conservation, but it is a strategy that should never be 
implemented alone In must be supplemented by other strategies to work-- e g , environmental 
education, attempts to address resource access or tenure, policy initiatives Because many of the 
projects we supported recognized this, very real, very tangible conservation dzd happen at many sltes 
llke Fiji, Chitwan, Nepal, and the Padaido Islands, Indonesia (see BCN's Fznal Annual Report) 

Non-cash benefits appeared, in our analysis, to be at least as important as cash benefits in creatlng 
Incentives for conservation By non-cash benefits, we mean resource access and tenure recognltlon, 
busmess and monitoring-related skills building, empowerment, knowledge of and connections to 
new markets (even for products and busmesses that were not part of the project's original deslgn), 
etc The importance of non-cash benefits can be explamed by, among other things, the fact that they 
tended to be enjoyed by more people than direct cash benefits, they tended to be more equitably 
distributed than cash benefits (important when a project IS trying to build trust at the outset), and 
they are more "immed~ate" (which is important given the short three-year timeframe of many of the 
BCN-supported projects) 

Land tenure is an Important, but not sufficient, condition for conservation to occur Whlle ~ t ' s  true 
most of our greatest conservatlon "successes" were in areas where full, legal tenure is enjoyed by 
communities, our two most disappolnting conservation results happened where full, legal tenure 1s 
enjoyed In short, in Indonesia many conservation organizations are putting great effort into 
securing land tenure "for the people," claiming that it will lead to conservatlon It mlght But In 
Papua New Guinea, conservationists are complaining that the forests are owned by "the people," thus 
giving them the right to sell the resources to the highest bidder (e g , a logging or mmng company) 

Communities can do resource monitoring that is both practical for decision-making on-slte, and for 
more rigorous, "quasl-sc~entific" analysis This point is important, because for too long the apphed 
and the "pure" sciences have been separated m conservation, and for too long academics and NGO 
staffers alike (with Important exceptions, of course) have assumed that people llving in the 
communities were not In a positlon to do meaningful monitoring of resource use Several projects 
demonstrated that community members can do meaningful monitoring work if there IS constructive 
collaboration with scientists and practitioners These situations became a win-win for all lnvolved - 
a bridge to more useful data and better dec~sion-making, as well as adaptive management (1 e , 
testing assumptions leads to learning which allows adaptation of strategies used) KEF, 
RumsramMualopu, YBLBC, KMTNC, CI-Solomons, USP, AT'-Nepal, UMassITERI - all of these 
projects, and more, demonstrated this success in monitormg to one degree or another In the Mellor 
mid-term evaluation, it was recommended that BCN "Make sure that indigenous and local people are 
participating In all aspects of project actlvlties " BCN feels it did this to the best of ~ t s  ab~l~tles - 
especially where monitoring was concerned, and only where ~t was appropriate to do so Thls IS to 
say, with some projects, it was not BCN's place to control such participation or to Insist on ~t when ~t 
wasn't appropriate 

In addition to the "core" analytical work, we were very conscious of shlnlng the hght back on ourselves 
as a program -taking a critical look at how BCN was implementing the grants management and 
technical assistance work, and how to be adaptive in doing thls better There are several documents that 
give the detalls of our analys~s (e g , BCN's 1996 Annual Report, FmaZ AnalytzcaZ Results, and Greater 
than the Sum of Thew Parts), all of which state, among other things, that future enterprise-based, site- 
specific programs should consider 
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1 M ~ x ~ n g  grants w ~ t h  loans, 
2 Allowmg grants, tf poss~ble, to be awarded longer than a three to five year period, 
3 Encouragmg a "safe-fall" approach by valuing honesty, transparency, and the learn~ng that results 

from openly acknowledgmg and commun~catmg problems and m~stakes along w ~ t h  successes, 
4 Using small, up-front grants to meet the needs of ~ n i t ~ a l  feasibd~ty stud~es and sound project des~gn, 

and 
5 Sett~ng up a central office in the locatlon where the funding originates, then opening small satellite 

offices that report to the "center" (I  e , as opposed to havmg a central, reg~onal, and satellite offices 
as we d ~ d )  

In terms of document~ng the major analyt~cal act~vlties conducted between 1992-1999, it 1s worth 
h~ghlight~ng here the following three overarch~ng polnts 

'Refinrng' Analytzcal Meetlngs Were Perzodzcally Held - The BCN Analytical Framework was a 
document and a tool that evolved over a, essentially, a three-year per~od Because of th~s ,  BCN staff 
combined almost all of ~ t s  travel w ~ t h  meetmgs (often wlth d~fferent combinat~ons of BCN staff and, 
at t~mes,  partner staff present) to refine and debate all aspects of the analytical agenda, lncludmg the 
factors bemg considered, data measurement and gathering techn~ques, data management and storage, 
analytical techniques to be employed, and merglng results Into focused communicat~on products An 
enormous amount of effort and think~ng went Into t h ~ s  endeavor It began early on when BCN 
inv~ted outs~de experts to assist In some of the ~ n ~ t ~ a l  conceptual~zation of the analytical approach 
But then it really fell on BCN staff to get together and make thmgs happen These meetmgs took 
place In, for Instance, Nepal (coinciding w ~ t h  slte vis~ts to projects In both Nepal and Ind~a), Manila 
(where the var~ables were finallzed), Australia (co~ncid~ng with a Soc~ety for Conservat~on Blology 
meetmg), Indones~a (co~ncid~ng with a follow-up mon~tormg t r ~ p  to Arfak and the Padaido Islands), 
and in Wash~ngton, D C (when BCN field staff from each of the regions came to DC for a final 
"data dump" In tandem w ~ t h  communications work) The pomt here 1s that refinmg the analytical 
approach was neither the work of any one ~ndivldual, nor was ~t an afterthought ~t was a core 
element w ~ t h ~ n  all of BCN's work, evolvmg as the program ~tself did 

A Data Management System Was Developed and Implemented - BCN staff and partners des~gned 
and completed a data management system that was used to accommodate data collected from all 20 
projects, 39 s~tes,  and 48 enterprises This focal pomt of t h ~ s  system, and thus the analysls ~tself, was 
the headquarters office Fmding a user-fr~endly data management system that could also 
accommodate the varlous sources and types of mcoming mformat~on took a sustained, coordmated 
effort between Washington, D C and field offices Data quant~tatwe entry w~thin BCN's database 
and subsequent export mto a stat~st~cal analys~s program lasted mto 1999 Both qual~tative and 
quant~tat~ve ~nformation was comprled w~thin unpubhshed, ~nd~vldual  project Data Text Documents, 
wh~ch  were later used In BCN's qual~tative analys~s and development of the Frnal AnaIytrcal Results 

Anaijses were Completed - BCN, as prev~ously ment~oned, completed a number of analyses based 
on the qualitatwe and quant~tatwe data collected slnce 1993 These analyses cover a lot of ground - 
the process of grants management at both the ~ n d ~ v ~ d u a l  project and overall BCN program level, 
hypothesis-testing, effectiveness of commun~ty-based monitoring, enterprise v~ab~l i ty  and value- 
added chains, etc The culmmat~on of these efforts resulted in the development and publicat~on of 
BCN's Fznal Analytrcal Results (attached as Appendix B) 

It IS important to note here that BCN's overall hypothes~s-testmg approach d ~ d  not always easily translate 
to a local project level T h ~ s  bemg sa~d, however, the underlying ut111ty behlnd the approach of 
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employing sclence to test commonly held conservatlon assumptions was recognized as an Important 
element of BCN by project partners, as illustrated from these three excerpts first from USP 

The rssue of hypothesrs-based approach drd not afect us m the field very much but was more of 
an issue at top levels (Washrngton DC) As a screntrst rt was satrsfvlng to be part of an 
rnrtratlve that was actualiy tryrng to find out somethrng useful beyondjust dorng good works 

also from T'NC 

I am not sure I am clear how thrs "hypothesmtestrng approach" manifests rtseIfto us or to the 
project Whrle I support an experimental deslgn that loops back on rtselfoferrng opportunrty to 
amend alter or abandon assumptrons I don't think we have yet reached the pornt that wrll allow 
us to do so 

and lastly from CI 

The trmeframe o f j ve  years for testrng such a hypothesrs was far too short and the way that data 
was gathered makes rt very d?fJicult to assess and compare between srtes However thrs u not to 
say that there have been some very useful lessons learnt Indeed the report structure whlch has 
emphasrzed lessons learnt rather than emplrlcal data has been a pragmatrc and helpful approach 

1999 Analysls and the dissemination of the results of the analysis was BCN's highest priority for 1999 
In summary, BCN and its partners achleved two major objectives 

1 Completzon of Conservation Impact and Process Analyses and Products - As prev~ously mentioned, 
BCN and its partners successfidly completed all of its analytical activities and correspondmg 
publications, as outlined wlthin the Analytical Framework and listed withln Appendix A of this 
Technical Report. These analytical studies resulted in the following outputs 

a Documentation of the projects' and program's conservatlon impact (see Frnal Annual Report), 
b A serles of practitioner-orlented issues briefs wlth themes ranging from project replicabil~ty to 

the community-based monitoring (Lessonsj-om the Freld), 
c A compilation of SIX project-specific case studies wrltten by BCN staff and consultants in the 

field emphasmng lessons learned (Patterns m Consewatzon), and 
d An analysis of the effectiveness and process of ~mplementing a hypothesis-testing grants 

program, at both the project and program levels (Greater than the Sum of thew Parts) 

Completing and writing up these analyses was a principal focus of remamng and former BCN staff 
between April and September 1999 The wr~ting was coordinated electronically between 
Washington, Vancouver, Chicago, Manila, and Jakarta 

2 Completron of the Enterprzse Evaluatzon - Perhaps most mportantly, BCN completed the thorough 
test and analysis of its core hypothes~s As outlmed within the Analytzcal Framework, the analysis 
examines the influence of each of the enterprise, benefit, and stakeholder factors identified by BCN 
on the outcome vanable, conservatlon success The product of thrs overall analysis (BCN's Frnal 
Analytzcal Results) has been included with this Technical Report as Appendix B 
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OBJECTIVE E Communrcat~on Leadmg to Impacts on Pol~cy and Pract~ces 
By March 1999 at least two cases are documented ln (a) each country where BCN has Implementation 
Grants and (b) In the Unlted States where change m local or nat~onal-level conservatron practrces 
and/or polmes were a drrect result of the BCN Program 

1992-99 T h ~ s  objective was successfully met Early on BCN worked to ~dent~fy precisely who ~ t s  
clients and target aud~ences were, and then to devise ways of conveying what we had learned and 
experienced Throughout the seven year program, BCN pa~d due attention to comrnunicatmg t h ~ s  work 
But by 1997, there was a very strong focus on dissemmating lessons learned and reachmg our target 
audiences through various med~a This was primarily done by 

1 Establlshrng www BCNet org - The BCN website was launched In October 1997 Smce then, BCN 
staff worked to ensure that the site became the one-top repos~tory of all BCN publications, maps, 
presentations, project h~ghlights, etc It was contmuously updated, being used to qu~ckly and 
effic~ently dissem~nate findmgs and lessons learned to the publ~c It was also used to develop an on- 
h e  community of people interested in these issues of conservation and enterprise, and to place 
project products (e g , rattan handbags, jellies, ecotourism destinations) in a marketplace where 
people could access mformation about purchases This marketplace attracted attention from 
numerous butterfly buyers and enthusiasts in Indonesia, as well as ~mporters of small handicraft 
Items And the "Lessons Learned" and country-specific sections were utdized by everyone from a 
12 year-old Parklane Elementary school student In California researching troprcal rain forests in 
Indones~a, to CITES authorit~es in London reviewmg butterfly trade regulations and conservat~on 
practltloners throughout the globe looking for advice on developmg simple and effective commun~ty 
monitor~ng systems The response has been truly overwhelming at times In that ~t has sometimes 
been d~fficult to respond to the many querles for information and for d~scuss~on of important top~cs 
V~s~ to r  'traffic' w ~ t h ~ n  the webs~te was tracked monthly, tripling a year following the initla1 launch In 
1997 and peaking during early and mid-1 999, at the height of BCN's final commun~cations outreach 
actlvlt~es In Asla and In the United States Maintenance of the web slte was transferred to BSP and 
WWF-US to ensure that the information contamed there will be avadable onlme until late 2005 

Reachrng Out to the Publzc through Mass Medra - Since 1992, BCN staff and partners pursued a 
variety of mass media sources to communicate the results of the projects and program To a t e  a few 
examples BCN's portfolio of activities were featured within newspaper articles ranging from the 
London Fmancial Times and Vancouver Sun In the Northern Hemisphere to the national papers of 
Papua New Guinea, New Delhi, and Fiji in the Southern Hemisphere, several BCN projects were 
indiv~dually featured In Indonesia's, Indla's, Nepal's, and the Pac~fic's print and television media, 
mclud~ng a half-hour long show featuring the USP project broadcast on the Fijlan National 
Televis~on station through a video produced by USP with assistance from BCN, BCN workshops 
were covered through local television news segments in Papua New Guinea and FIJI, with local 
community members being interviewed, BCN staff did interviews for rad~o newscasts in Australia, 
the Phihppines, Canada, and Nepal, and even the write-up of one partner meeting In Indonesia was 
p~cked up by conservation websites in the Netherlands and distributed around the world These are 
just a few examples of the ways in which BCN staff and project partners worked to find ways to "get 
the word out" through mass media - methods of communication that were fi-equently the appropriate 
alternative to that of dense, dry reports that are only seldomly read 

3 Presentrng Lessons Learned to Outsrde Practztloners Acadernla and Pobcy-Makers - BCN staff and 
project partners participated in varlous conservation and commun~ty development conferences and 



seminars throughout Asia, the Pacific and the Un~ted States, ~nclud~ng (a) several annual meetlngs 
of the Soctety for Conservat~on Btology, where several BCN staff and partners led symposla on 
lessons learned from enterprise-based approaches to conservation, (b) the South Pac~fic Reg~onal 
Env~ronmental Program Conference on Nature Conservation and Protected Areas, where commun~ty 
members presented papers on the~r community mon~tor~ng methods to an enthusrast~c and impressed 
group of academ~cs and dec~sion makers, (c) a BCN-supported Med~cinal Plants Conference In Ind~a 
that brought together experts worldwide along wtth relevant BCN project partners and received 
world news coverage as far away as the Un~ted Kingdom, and (d) the Pac~fic Science Congresses, 
where strong, sc~ent~fic peer revlew brought both constructtve crttic~sm and unsol~cited praise to the 
BCN program In all of these cases (and the many others that have not been l~sted here), BCN staff 
chose to attend the events only when it made strategic sense - when BCN act~vely contributed to the 
sharing and learning through hostmg symposia or through presentat~ons about the program and 
~nd~vidual projects at h~ghly specialized sesslons of experts These fora proved to be very effective 
vehicles for generating Interest, enthustasm, peer credtbility, and support for the work BCN ach~eved 
and its partners continue to do 

Conductzng Internal BCN Grantee Workshops - Throughout its I~fetime, BCN also frequently 
convened and sponsored its own internal workshops and meetlngs throughout the reglon BCN and 
~ t s  partners held workshops in all seven countr~es where it supported conservatton and enterprtse 
development efforts Because these tntra-grantee workshops have been well documented to USAID 
withm previous Progress Reports and Annual Workplan, their details wdl not be repeated here 
However, it IS notable that these workshops ranged m topics from project monitoring to exploring 
credit and loan mechanisms, from non-t~mber forest product operattons and ecotourlsm marketing to 
policy development 

Wrrtten Products - BCN devoted a great deal of time and effort to designing and wr~ t~ng  publtcations 
that would reach a range of audiences, including the five Annual Reports we produced (wh~ch 
~mproved, we m~ght add, with each passlng year), the Lessonsfrom the Freld sertes, our 
Conservation Impact and Project maps, various articles m trade and peer rev~ew journals, and books 
l~ke  Patterns m Consentatzon and Measures of Success All of these wrltten products proved 
effective In getting the message across to multiple audiences 

By employtng the "Stories from the Fteld" format in our Annual Reports, we were able to convey 
both important programmatic mformat~on and the "voices" of our partners, who wrote about the 
project-specific narratives themselves BCN's Lessonsfrom the Field series (an off-shoot of the 
same BSP series) was project and thematic driven, using a format and tone that was more accessible 
to practittoners and, at the same time, conveying ~mportant conservation-oriented lessons and 
princ~ples about projects m Papua New Guinea and Indonesia We developed maps as a way of 
vtsually capturing and cross-culturally communicat~ng the conservation impact each of the projects 
had on site Arttcles on tlrnber harvesting and a book on monitormg and project destgn (Measures of 
Success) were other, more formal means of capturing the work BCN has done Our project partners, 
too, wrote articles tn numerous books and periodicals In short, we are leaving behind a small library 
of work (a sample of which is listed withm Attachment B) But most ~mportantly, thousands of 
copies of the documents that make up that library were disseminated to thetr targeted audiences 
Over the years, we received very positive feedback from practitioners, academics, and decision 
makers around the globe, who have consistently noted on the readability and usefulness of BCN's 
publicat~ons The one piece of feedback that we received and about whtch we are quite pleased is the 
appreciation for the candor and objectivity with which our publications discuss both the successes 
and frustrations we and our partners have experienced 
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Flnally, BCN will leave behmd a legacy of these written matertals through its targeted distribution of 
such materials to regional l~brarles in Asia and the Pacific as well as here at home BSPfs 
Communications Divis~on will also continue to disseminate BCN's remaining publtcations past ~ t s  
programmatic lifetime upon request from external audtences 

1999 1999 was the final crunch perlod for "getting the word out" In the final six months of the 
program, we completed several communication activities to t h ~ s  end 

1 Frnal Workshops and Presentatzons of Lessons Learned - Since late 1998, BCN and ~ t s  partners held 
final workshops in India (for both Indta- and Nepal-based projects), Papua New Gutnea (for all 
Pactfic-based partners), the Phtlippines, and Indonesia In addttlon, a thematlc workshop for BCNfs 
three marine grantees was held June 1999 in Suva, Fiji All of these final workshops served several 
purposes At one level, they were intended to put a somewhat formal close to the pertod in which the 
various projects were supported by BCN, and to present the future of these projects to outside 
audiences At another level, these workshops were used to bring representattves (mostly the staff 
members working "ln the field") from the varlous projects together to share experiences and dtscuss 
common conservation problems and strategic solutions These workshops emphasized the network 
component of BCN that had been built over seven years and, at the same t~me,  produced results that 
were factored Into the BCN's overall analysis The workshops also identified analyses and adapttve 
management principles whlch were adopted by the mdtvidual projects themselves Each of these 
"internal" workshops between BCN and ~ t s  partners were coupled w ~ t h  "external" audience 
presentations made by project staff to national and regional level audtences BCN grantees made 
detailed and technical presentattons about what they have learned to key decision makers from 
government and other relevant organizattons In each case (wlth the exception of Indonesia), the 
grantees reached policymakers and practitioners with them message tn the hopes of having an impact 
on poltcy development in the area of enterprise-based approaches to conservation And some 
projects were able to have a dtrect impact on policy development on their own As reported by the 
partners themselves, the TNC-Indonesia project 

has had srgnljicant rnput into project desrgn for the large Central Sulawesr Integrated Area 
Development and Consentatran Project [an ADB fundedproject] 

Stmilarly, USP reported that impacts from their successful equitable prospecting agreement 
development were felt region-wide 

In addrtron there arepequent emarl requests to prov~de project rnformatron for people dorng 
studres on access and benefit sharrng agreements Polrcy m Fxjr and the Paclfic regron have been 
rnformed by the project actrvrtres 

In additton to the final workshops, other "external" audience presentations on BCN and its final 
results were made in (a) Sydney at both the Pacific Sctence Congress and World W ~ d e  Fund for 
Nature Australla office, and (b) Washtngton D C at USAID, The Nature Conservancy, the World 
Bank, World Wildltfe Fund, Conservation International, and at the Annual Society for Conservation 
Biology Meeting 

2 Placement of  all BCN Products onto the BCNet Websrte - By thlnking strategically about which 
communtcatton products we wanted to leave on the BCNet website for the next several years as a 
'llvmg' legacy of the learning and conservat~on that was ach~eved, BCN worked closely wtth the 
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webslte server to ensure that thls set of legacy products were posted In a tlmely manner whde also 
bemg easy to locate and navlgate onlme This ~ncluded wr~tten materials such as Annual Reports and 
Lessonsj-om the Freld, as well as a photo gallery, maps, and purchas~ng information of the natural 
products and services offered through BCN's partners 

Two New "Lessonsfrom the Freld" Edrtrons Released - Featuring projects led by Yayasan D~an 
Tama in Indones~a and the Research and Conservat~on Foundation In Papua New Gumea, two 
addit~onal installments In BCN's pract~t~oner-onented series were publlshed and dissemmated 

Frnal Publrcatrons Produced - Pursuant wlth ~ t s  twm goals of conservation and enterprise-approach 
evaluat~on, as well as the non-formallzed goal of documentmg process lessons, BCN wrote, 
publlshed, and broadly released ~ t s  final communication products (a) in documentmg BCN's 
conservatlon ~mpact, the Fznal Annual Report and Patterns m Consewatron (a compllat~on of six 
project case stones wrltten from BCN's perspective) were produced, (b) m document~ng the results 
of BCN's evaluat~on of uslng an enterprise-approach to conservatlon, BCN's Frnal Analytzcal Results 
was produced, and (c) In documentmg BCN's pr~nclpal process lessons regardmg adaptlve 
management and hypothesis-testing, Greater than the Sum of Their Parts was produced 

Intewrew Azred on Australzan Public Radzo - Following the Pacific Sclence Congress held In 
Sydney, Australla where BCN staff gave three presentatlons and chalred a sesslon on community 
monltor~ng, a Project Officer was ~nterviewed by a news representatwe from Australian Publ~c Rad~o 
on the BCN Results, whlch was alred natlon-wlde on July 11, 1999 

Appearances on Televrsron and m Prrnt Medza m Fyr -Following the mternational workshop BCN 
convened for its marine-based projects from FIJI, the Solomon Islands, and Indonesia, staff from the 
FIJI and Solomons projects were lntervlewed on the workshop by FIJI One, the national television 
statlon, wh~ch was later alred that evenlng on the natlonal news In addition, there news artlcles 
circulated on the workshop wlth~n the natlonal newspapers 

Drsposrtzon of BCN s Photographrc Slrde Files to Respective Project Partners - Over the seven 
years, BCN staff and consultants took many photographs of project sltes and activ~ties - photos that 
we used to budd BCN's many presentatlons and publlcatlons The best of BCN's large shde file for 
each project were dlgltlzed and archwed onto CD-ROM for future BSPfWWF use The orlglnal 
shdes, rather than bemg thrown out or stored away, were sent to the appropriate project partners so 
that they could continue to be used wlthln future presentatlons and marketmg actlvltles by the project 
partners themselves 

CROSS-CUTTING OBJECTIVE X I  Sk~lls Development 
Throughout the lzfe of thew projects, BCN Grantees develop and lmprove the skdls necessary to enhance 
the qualzty of thezr projects (examples of skrlls rnclude proposal wrrtzng, financzal management 
marketzng soczal monrtorzng and analysis and communicatron of results) 

1992-99 From the beg~nnlng of the BCN program, ~t was clear that lmplementmg a project In the field 
wlth four disparate elements - biological monltoring, enterprise development, socioeconomic 

monltoring, financial and adminlstratlve grants management - would be difficult for any smgle 
organlzatlon or, even, collaborative efforts of several NGOs We especially thought t h ~ s  would be true of 



22 The B~od~vers~ty Consewabon Network 

the nat~onal and local level NGOs we supported We were right But we erred a b ~ t  In underestimating 
how ~mportant was the need for skills development, in general, and In thinkmg that the larger, 
international NGOs would not require much techn~cal assistance 

It was clear w~thln the first two years of the program that the areas needmg the most consistent attent~on 
were (a) project and proposal design, (b) mon~torlng and evaluation design and ~mplementation, (c) 
enterprise management (espec~ally cost accountmg), (d) product marketing, (e) financ~al reporting 
(espec~ally to meet USAID's A-133 aud~t standards), and (f) communicat~on of accompl~shments And 
NGOs both b ~ g  and small required the asslstance 

BCN was designed, essent~ally, as a donor agency to test a hypothesis and to have an Impact on 
conversation But it IS fair to say that, espec~ally after the first two years of the program and after most 
of the grant recip~ents were selected, BCN became an active partner In all of the projects, prov~ding 
technical asslstance (or arrangmg for other contractors to prov~de technical asslstance) far beyond what 
was originally expected 

Examples of how we (collectively- both BCN and project partner staff) mcreased skills include 

Sponsorship of staff members from half a dozen projects to attend, give presentatlons, and lead 
symposla at the Society for Conservation Biology's annual meetings In the USA, Australia, etc , 

Collaboration w~th  each of the projects in wr~ting "Stones from the Field" for the Annual Reports, In 
developing marketing tools, such as posters, brochures, and web-slte pages, 

Support for cross-s~te v~sits and national level partner meetings- In all of the seven countries where 
BCN supported projects- to allow projects to share lessons learned and combme efforts on various 
project act~v~ties, and to provlde a venue for project staff to make presentatlons before the public, 
government offic~als and others In the conservation and development community, 

Technical assistance on financial management (especially In Indonesia), including audits, financial 
management training courses and direct assistance from BCN staff In the field, 

Technical assistance on biological and socioeconomic monitormg (from BCN staff as well as project 
to project Interchange) for projects in all 7 countr~es where BCN IS workmg, 

Technical asslstance on enterprise development and marketing In, especially, Indonesla and the 
Phlllppines (e g , sponsorship of YDT7s participat~on in international exh~b~ t~ons  and, as the TNC- 
Indonesla staff wrote, " the major impediment to success [for the enterpr~se] was actually group 
management and enterprise development - even ~f the technical aspect was mastered, group 
management would still be an issue " 

Usmg BCN's Small Grant mechanism to coordinate technical ass~stance and build new collaboratwe 
efforts (e g , BCN's grant to Bina Swadaya to asslst wlth the Harvard project In West Kal~mantan), 
or to facilitate sk~lls building activities (e g , BScC staff vis~tlng ecotourlsm ventures In Belize, 
which was part of a Small Grant to Wildlife Preservation Trust International to do work with TNC- 
Indonesia and BScC) 

In Indones~a, the BCN's impact has gone well beyond ~ t s  immediate partners As just one example, the 
Indonesia Biod~versity Foundation (Kehati) bases its contracts on the format and process used by BCN 



Fmal Techn~cal Report 23 

It also re-drafted ~ t s  proposal requirements to mlrror BCN's, using the gu~del~nes BCN developed that 
Integrate the three socloeconomlc, b~olog~cal, and enterprise p~llars In addit~on, Measures of Success 
and the Threat Reduction Assessment tool developed by BCN are both be~ng used by Kehati's program 
staff to work w~th its grantees In developing ind~cator and reporting systems And now Kehat~ is 
cons~dering emulating BCN7s "Lessons from the Field" format 

1999 In 1999, BCN staff was less proactive in trying to help its partners budd capacity, s~mply because 
the focus had to be on the analysis, communicatmg results and clos~ng the program It was largely left to 
project staff to lnltlate sk~lls building ideas and exercises Nonetheless, BCN did cont~nue to work wrth 
its partners on 

Enterprzse Development and Marketrng, espec~ally by worklng with certam projects on Improving 
their financ~al record-keep~ng, putting thew products on the web and advertwng through brochures, 
etc , 

ReJinzng Brologzcal and Socroeconom~c Monrtorzng Systems so they can be adapted for post-BCN 
use (e g , at the FIJI meetmg In June 1999, and in Indones~a with the four BCN projects that are to 
receive fund~ng from the Indonesia Biodiversity Foundation), 

Closrng out allJinancza1 aspects of the grants, especially w~th  those partners who received no-cost 
extensions through June 30, 1999 and are havmg a d~fficult tlme closing thew books, and 

Burldzng Strategres for a Project s Follow-up Actzvrtzes after BCN funding ends (1 e , findrais~ng 
strategies and sk~lls) 

CROSS-CUTTING OBJECTIVE X2 Partnersh~ps 
Throughout the llfe of thew projects BCN Grantees develop and marntarn the partnershzps wzth each 
other and wzth other organzzatzons that are necessary to enhance the qualzty of therr projects and 
consewatzon 

1992-99 This objective was met The relationships between projects - i e , the Network - were 
strengthened over the years and, m several ~nstances, new relationships were created In an effort to 
complement ex~st~ng organizational skills with those of others And, agaln, In most cases the partners 
were able to make ~mportant, strategic connections with outside academrc, pr~vate sector and donor 
organizations This was primarily done by 

1 Coordznatzng meetzngs at the regional and national levels (as mentioned earlier) to get BCN- 
supported projects together to share lessons learned, get the word out on the work that they were 
domg, and dev~se strategies to collaborate in the future on common goals and agendas (this was 
part~cularly successful in Papua New Gumea and FIJI) W~th  the exception of the monitoring 
meetings, which were convened m 1995, 

2 Encouraging the Development of an On-lzne Communrty on the BCNet World Wrde Web site, 

3 Assrstzng Project Partners to Lznk wzth Other Funding Sources by working w~th  them to present their 
work to wider aud~ences, and to strengthen their collaborative efforts to make them collectively more 
attractrve to donor agencies (e g , the Indonesia Biodiversity Foundation will fund YBLBC, 
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Rumsram, and YDT in 1999-2000, In large part because ~t 1s attracted to the~r  collectwe mon~tormg 
and enterprise development work), and 

4 Usrng BCN s Small Grants to Start Strategrc Allzances, such as BCN's grant to Bma Swadaya, a 
community development organlzatlon, to assist LTFE in West Kalimantan 

In spite of these many successful and productwe collaborative efforts w~thin the Network of projects, 
there were two cases where mternal project relat~onshlps deterlorated over time, despite efforts by BCN 
to medlate The projects in Gunung Hahmun Nat~onal Park and the Arfak Mountain Nature Reserve, 
both in Indonesia, saw a steady and deep-seeded rift develop between groups that, at the outset of BCN 
funding, were close collaborators On the other hand, BCN was successfully able to mediate a rift 
between partners at the Crater Mountam project In Papua New Guinea But, as mentioned, these were 
problems mternal to a given project BCN rarely had control over events, though we were asked-as a 
partner and not a donor-- to ass~st In med~ating the problems And usually these mternal r~f ts  d ~ d  not 
affect the abil~ty of these projects to make productive links with other projects In the Network 

1999 We worked with the staff of several Network projects to ident~fy ways to promote future 
collaborative conservation efforts BCN d ~ d  t h ~ s  by 

1 Sponsorzng Workshops Conferences Meetrngs and Analytzcal Work that brought together project 
staffs, such as at the June 1999 meet~ng of marine-based projects in FIJI, representation of three 
BCN-funded projects at a CIFOR conference on NTFPs and their Impact on conservat~on, and a 
comparat~ve analys~s of commun~ty-based t~mber harvesting In Indones~a 

2 Devrsrng a Strategy for the BCN Web Szte to contmue to be used as a means of commun~catlon 
between project partners and the larger conservation and development community, even after the 
BCN program has formally ended 
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3 PARTING COMMENTS 
The authors of this report have been with BCN since its earliest days We have seen BCN evolve and 
were part of its evolution We agree that, as ~ndivlduals, the most important aspect of the work was the 
fact that, everyday, we were aware of the fact that we would be continually learning something new 
BCN was a learning organization It valued mistakes and even failures often as much as successes Thls 
atmosphere allowed us and our partners to be honest about what we did that worked, what didn't, and 
how we might do it better the next time There were, as with any job, many frustrations Some of those 
were our own dolng, others we had little control over But in the end, we are proud of the work we did 
and are deeply appreciative of the opportunities we have had to work wlth smart, dynamic, and 
committed people in Washington D C and throughout Asia and the Pacific As we often say, the BCN 
program IS ending, but the projects we have supported are going to continue, and so are the relationships 
we have built over the years between ourselves, other BCN staff, and with our project partners In the 
field, such as the Verata communities at the University of the South Pacific project in Fiji, with the 
Yayasans Hualopu, Rumsram and Dian Tama in Indonesia, with the staff from the Research and 
Conservation Foundation in Papua New Guinea, and many others 

We genuinely feel that we profess~onally met all objectives set out for BCN, and that we met them well 
Throughout the past seven years, we would ask ourselves whether or not it was all "worth the 
investment," and whether or not reaching those objectlves justified the nearly $20 million of tax payer' 
earnings spent since 1993 At the project level, we feel strongly that, with the exception of two or three 
indiv~dual cases, the money was well spent As has been documented, conservation definitely happened, 
national and local institutions were strengthened, resource management policies were changed for the 
better, Important conservation lessons were learned, projects were re-designed to meet threats more 
effectively - and all of it was done for a relatively small amount of money when considering the relatlve 
value of the scale at which BCN's financial and technical support were applied towards the conservation 

of the world's nch epicenter of biodiversity It is clear that at many of the sites, more coral reefs would 
have been destroyed and more forests would have been cut unless the projects were there to offer the 
local communities an alternative 

At the program level, we believe the funds were, on balance, used effectively In hindsight, we would 
have made some important structural changes, such as not opening a regional field office (whlch was 
neither cost effective nor efficient) and, instead, focusing principally on the "satellite" offices in the 
countr~es/regions where a concentration of grantee projects existed But these "liabilities" are easily off- 
set by BCN's assets 

the projects that will continue to achieve conservation, the enterprises which are sustainable and 
financially viable, 
the lessons and learning emerging from BCN's analyses that will contlnue to be shared and 
disseminated by those who wish to undertake an enterprise-based approach in conservation and 
development activities, 
the data that have been collected and add to the existing knowledge base about our natural world and 
those who Inhabit it, 
and the new relationships that were made between individuals and mstitutions, including between 
USAID field offices and many of the international, national, and local NGOs which BCN supported 

Finally, on behalf of everyone who has worked with BCN over the past seven years, we want to 
genuinely thank USAID for the opportunity to support such an important geographic effort and its 
wondrous array living diversity - both in terms of the people there and the biota surrounding them 
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APPENDIX A BCN PUBLICATIONS 

The following list ~ncludes key BCN-related publications and documents Documents marked with an 
aster~sk are still avallable from the B~od~vers i ty  Support Program as  of September 1999 Many o f  these 
Items are also avallable on-line at www BCNet orq 

Baron Nancy Lessonsfrom the Freld, Issue No 1 (1998) Keepmn Watch Exper~ences from the F~eld in 
Community-based Mon~torlnq Biodlvers~ty Support Program, Washington, D C , USA 

B~od~vers~ty Conservation Network (February 1998) Analytrcal Framework & Communrcatrons Strategy 
Blodlverslty Support Program, Washmgton, D C , USA 

Blod~vers~ty Conservation Network (1994) Annual Report January 1 I994 - December 31 1994 Biodiversity 
Support Program, Washmgton, D C , USA 

Blod~vers~ty Conservation Network (1995) Annual Report Biodlversity Support Program, Washington, D C , USA 

B~od~verslty Conservation Network (1996) Annual Report Storresfi-om the Freld and Lessons Learned 
B~odiversity Support Program, Washmgton D C , USA 

Blodlversity Conservation Network (1997) Annual Report Gettrng Down to Busrness Biodiversity Support 
Program Washmgton, D C , USA 

Blodlverslty Conservation Network (1999) Frnal Stonesfrom the Freld B~odiversity Support Program, 
Washington, D C , USA 

Blodlversity Conservation Network (1999) Patterns rn Conservatron Lrnkrng Busrness the Envrronment and 
Local Communltles m Asra and the Paclfic Blodwersity Support Program, Washmgton, D C , USA 

B~odwers~ty Conservation Network (1999) Evaluating Lrnkages Between Busrness the Envrronment and Local 
Communrtres m Asra and the Pacrfic Frnal Analytrcal Results fi-om the Brodrversrty Conservatron Network 
Biodlversity Support Program, Washmgton, D C , USA 

Cordes, Bernd Lessonsfrom the Freld, (1999) D o m ~  Busmess m Borneo Biodiversity Support Program, 
Washmgton, D C , USA 

Johnson Arlyne (1 999) Measurmg Our Success One Team's Experience In Monltormg the Crater Mountain 
Wlldllfe Management Area Pro~ect m Papua New Guinea BSP LessonsJi.om the Freld Issue BCN-3 
B~odlverslty Support Program, Washmgton, D C , USA 

Margoluls, hchard and Nlck Salafsky (1998) Measures ofSuccess Desrgnrng Managrng and Monrtorrng 
Conservatron and Development Projects Island Press, Washmgton, D C , USA 

Peters, Charles M (1994) Sustarnable Harvest of Non-Trmber Plant Resources m Troprcal Morst Forest An 
Ecologrcal Primer Biodiversity Support Program, Washmgton, D C , USA 

Salafsky, Nick (1997) Eleven Steps for Settmg up Communtty-Based Tmber Harvestmg Enterprises An Overview 
of the IRECDP Experience m the islands Reg~on, Papua New Gumea European Unron-Island3 Regron 
Envrronmental & Communrty Development Programme (IRECDP) 

Salafsky, Nick (1998a) Community-Based Approaches for Combmmg Conservation and Development Pages 132- 
135 m Lmda Koebner and Jane Sokolow (eds ) Screntrsts on Brodwersrty American Museum of Natural 
History, New York, N Y , USA 

Salafsky, Nlck LessonsJi.om the F~eld, Issue No 1 ,  BCN 1 (1 998b) If I Only Knew Then What I Know Now An 
Honest Conversation about a Difficult Conservation and Development Project B~odiversity Support Program, 
Washmgton, D C , USA 
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Salafsky Nick and Lin~ Wollenberg (In Press) L ~ n k ~ n g  Livelihoods and Conservat~on A Conceptual Framework for 
Assessing the Integration of Human Needs and Biodlvers~ty World Development 

Salafsky N~ck and R~chard Margolu~s (1999a) Greater Than the Sum of Thelr Parts Des~gning Conservatlon 
Programs to Maximize Impact and Learning Blod~versity Support Program, Wash~ngton D C , USA 

Salafsky Nick and Richard Margolu~s (1999b) Overview of a Systematic Approach to Desrgnrng Managrng and 
Monrtorrng Conservatron and Development Projects In Saterson et a1 pp 7-1 5 

Salafsky Nick and Richard Margoluis (1 999c) Threat Reduction Assessment A Practical and Cost-Effectwe 
Approach to Evaluat~ng Conservatlon and Development Projects Conservation Brology 13 830-84 1 

Saterson Kathy R~chard Margolu~s and N~ck  Salafsky, eds (1999) Measurrng Conservatron Impact An 
Interdrscrpl~nary Approach to Project Monrtorrng and Evaluation Biod~versity Support Program Wash~ngton 
D C  USA 

Wollenberg, Eva and Andrew Ingles eds Incomesfrom the Forest Methods for the Development and Conservation 
of Forest Products for Local Communrtres (1998) Center for Internat~onal Forestry Research Jakarta, 
Indonesia (See especially chapters 1, 3, & 6) 

Wagner John Victor Kohaia and Francs Tarihao (1996) The Collectron of Srze Class Structure and Recruitment 
Data of Canarum lnd~cum by Local Communrties in the Makrra Conservatron in Development Project Area 
Solomon Islands A Report on the Freld Implementation of a Brologrcal Survq B~od~vers~ty Conservation 
Network, Wash~ngton D C USA 
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BCN An lntroductron 
The Biodwersity Conservat~on Network One core hypothesis Seven 
years of work Seven countries across Asia and the Pac~fic Fifteen staff 
members Twenty projects and thirty-nine sltes Forty-eight communlty- 
based enterprises Hundreds of project staff Thousands of communlty 
members Twenty-mdl~on dollars of US taxpayer money And now we 
are gomg to sum ~t all up In a few br~ef  pages What was ~t all about? 
What happened? What did we learn? Was ~t worth the ~nvestment? What 
pract~cal lessons can you take away from this? 

BCN's publications are designed to share what we learned along the way 
- both our successes and our failures This report IS no different It 
presents an overview of our Analyt~cal Framework, a summary of our 
data and results, and a d~scuss~on of the lessons we learned As in other 
BCN publications, we t r~ed  here to retam our candor and objectlvlt)' by 
statlng our assumptions, by describmg where and why those assumptions 
held or were proven wrong, and by presentmg some of the successes and 
frustrat~ons we exper~enced - at both project and program levels 

Thls report IS only the tip of the ~ceberg Across the Network, we have 
collectively compiled files of data, drawers of photos and reports, 
volumes of stories, and years of experiences Unfortunately, In this report 
we can only present a tiny fract~on of this wealth of information - a br~ef 
introduct~on to BCN's analyt~cal results and a guide to findmg out more 
In the main narrat~ve, we present an overview of our core analyses In the 
s~debars we present links to other sources where you can get more detail 
Through this summary and lmks to our other data, reports, stories and 
experiences, we hope you will be able to see what lies below the surface 

Jumpmg to Conclus~ons 
For those of you who don t want to wait for the answers we will give you 
a prevrew of where we are headlng BCN was establrshed to test a 
specrfic hypothesrs about the conditrons under whrch an enterprise- 
based strategy might help local communities conserve thelr blodlverslty 

We found that 

1 An enterprise strategy can lead to conservation but only under 
lrmlted condlt~ons and never on its own 

2 An enterprise strategy can be subsldrzed and yet still create a net 
gain for conservation, and 

3 To determrne how to optimally use an enterprise strategy (as well as 
any other conservation strategy), you need to use adaptrve 
management at both project and program levels 

Obtalnmg Addltlonal Inforrnatlon 
Most of the sources outlined In the 
sidebars can be obtmed via the BCN 
web slte at www BCNet org even after 
BCN ends Spec~fic web pages wlthin the 
slte are referenced usmg underlined text 
as above A map of BCN s web slte 1s at 
www BCNet org/sitemap htm or In BCN 
1997 (p 3) 

Prmted coples of many documents are 
also available from the Blodlverslty 
Support Program by mall or by ordermg 
from www BSPonllne org A llst of these 
publicat~ons 1s included at the end of this 
report 

To find out how we arrived at these conclus~ons and the rlch detail that 
lies behrnd them we encourage you to read on 



Comparing D~fferent Strateyes The 
BCN enterprlse strategy for conservatlon 
can best be understood In comparison to 
other conservatlon strategles hke d~rect 
protection or economlc substltut~on A 
baslc d~scusslon of these strategles can be 
found at www BCNet orp/about/ 
paradlgm htm or In Salafsky (1998a) A 
more techn~cal dlscuss~on of the models 
behmd these strategres can be found In 
Salafsky and Wollenberg (In press) 

- - -  

Overall 

BCN's Institut~onal Structure A more 
deta~led d~scusslon of BCN s mst~tut~onal 
structure can be found at 
www BCNet ordaboutloverv~ew htm or 
in BCN s 1996 Annual Report (p 69) 
Details about BSP can be found at 
www BSPonlme org Information about 
USAID IS onl~ne at www USAID gov 
Informat~on about BSP s consort~um 
partners is available at www TNC orq 
www WorldW~ldhfe org and 
www WRI org 

BCN's Conservation Impact For an 
overview of BCN s Impact see the map 
In BCN s 1999 Annual Report (pp 2 3) 
or o n h e  at www BCNet or.g/results/ 
~ r n ~ a c t h d e x  htm 

Key Chents BCN early on Identified 
seven d~fferent types of clients A 
complete 11st of these cllents can be found 
at www BCNet orp/learnme/ 
analvt~caVtntro htm 

The B~odrverslty Consewat/on Network 

1 i The Bas~c BCN Concept 
BCN was estabhshed In September 1992 At that tlme, a number of 
conservat~onrsts were excited about the prospects of usmg communlty- 
based, envrronmentally-friendly busmesses to "save the rainforest" and 
"protect the coral reefs " As shown In the figure below, the bastc concept 
was to avoid d~vld~ng the landscape Into a core area for blodlversity and 
outslde areas for human use, as 1s done under a protected area approach 
Instead, conservat~on~sts began to look at the overall landscape as an 
Integrated whole, usmg eco-enterprises to develop dlrect llnks between 
the b~odwersrty and surrounding human populations 

The key hypothesrs behrnd t h ~ s  enterpr~se-based conservatlon strategy 1s 
that ~f local people d~rectly benefit from a busmess that depends on the 
b~odrvers~ty at a gwen site, then they should have the mcentive to act to 
protect ~t against both ~nternal and external threats to its destruction 
There was some anecdotal ev~dence at the time that t h ~ s  strategy mlght 
work, but no one had systematrcally tested the ~dea  That's where BCN 
came m 

Perhaps the most important feature of the BCN program was that we dld 
not say "thls enterprise approach 1s a good ~dea, so we should try to 
repl~cate rt everywhere " Instead, our approach was more cautious We 
sard, "Thls IS an Interesting rdea We should test ~t to see where ~t works, 
where ~t does not work, and why " BCN was thus set up as a large-scale 
experiment to look at three key questions 

Can an enterprlse strategy lead to conservatlon7 
Can an enterprise strategy pay for conservatlon? 
How can we Implement more effectwe projects and learn from our 
experiences? 

I 2 BCN's Goals and Program 
BCN was specifically established to address these quest~ons We set out 
to fulfill two mam programmatic goals, as well as a th~rd that, though it 
was not part of the origrnal BCN des~gn, emerged over tlme 

1 Consewatlon Impact - Support the ~mplementat~on of enterprise- 
based b~odivers~ty conservatlon strategles w~th  communities across 
Asia and the Pacific, 

2 Enhanced Xrlowledge - Evaluate the effectweness of these enterprlse 
strategies and provrde lessons and results to BCN's chents and 
audiences, 

3 Process Lessons - Learn how to design, manage, and monitor both 
conservatlon projects and hypothes~s-testing programs more 
effectively 

To achieve these goals, BCN brought together organizations In Asia, the 
Pacific, and the United States In actwe collaboration wrth local and 
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indigenous communltles The program provided grants for projects that 
encouraged the development of enterprises dependent on sustained 
consewation of local biod~versity Through a competitive review 
process, BCN funded 20 three-year Implementation Grants in seven 
countries A key feature was that each project, with support from BCN 
staff, had to monltor the social, economic, and biological impacts of their 
interventions These data are the basis for many of the analyses in thls 
document 

The overall BCN program had five roughly sequential components, as 
outlined In the figure below 

-- 

Overwew of the BCN Program Components 
These steps were generally undertaken in a sequentla1 manner as 
Indicated by the large arrows in the diagram going from left to r~ght A 
key premise behlnd th~s d~agram however is that the act~v~t~es and 
products of each step were h~ghly interconnected Furthermore although 
the general flow of the program was sequential from left to r~ght there 
was also an Iterative feedback process (represented by the curved 
arrows on top of the d~agram) between the steps Although we worked on 
all five components throughout the l~fe of the BCN program, the d~agram 
shows the years each component was a primary focus 

BCN Grants A complete 11st of the 
grants that BCN made can be found at 
www BCNet org/learning/analyt~cal/~ntro 
htm or In BCN s annual reports - 

f > 

Program Components A detailed 
descr~ptlon of these steps can be found at 
www BCNet org/lemmdanalyt~caV~ntro 
htm Hlghhghts of each year s program - 
act~vltles are presented in BCN s Annual 
Reports(l994 pp 2-11 1995 pp 2-13 
1996 pp 1 4 and 1997 pp 1 4) 

I 3 Structure of Th~s Report 
BCN's analytical efforts correspond directly to our three goals and 
~nvolve 1) documenting our conservation ~mpact, 2) testlng an enterprise 
strategy, and 3) developing process lessons In this report, we present our 
formal analyses related to testing an enterprise strategy Section 2 
presents an overview of our analytical framework Section 3 shows some 
of our basic results Section 4 discusses major lessons that we learned 
Finally, Section 5 provides our overall conclusions, and Section 6 
outlmes recommendations for future work The formal analyses 
presented m thls report are only half the picture The other half lnvolves 
drawing upon the experiences of our project partners outlmed m the BCN 

E 

Cornrnun- 

Project Exper~ences The analytical 
lessons developed by our project partners 
are presented In the three volumes of the 
BCN StorzesfLom the Field senes ( ~ n  
BCN s Annual Reports from 1996 1997 
and 1999) and are also ava~lable on line 
at www BCNet ore/learnm@cn/bcn htm 
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BCN Analyt~cal Framework A more 
complete presentation of the Framework 
can be found at www BCNet orgllearninp, 
/anal\ ticallaf toc htm 

Background L~terature Over the past 
decade there has been an explosion of 
interest In enterprise-based strategies to 
conservatlon 

Jason Clay and others work~ng at Cultural 
Survlval d ~ d  some of the pioneermg work 
In thls field An early product that defined 
an enterprlse approach to conservatlon 
and sparked Interest In the concept was 
the Rainforest Crunch candy marketed by 
Ben & Jerry s 

Smce those early days there have been 
many other examples where dlfferent 
groups have tried an enterprlse strategy 
for conservation In 1998 BCN 
commlss~oned a study of dlfferent 
examples of this enterprlse strategy The 
results of t h ~ s  survey are available at 
www BCNet org/learning/bibl~olbib htm 
A key feature of thls web site IS that ~t 
enables users to add other examples to the 
Ilst As of late 1999 the llst contams 63 
examples from 3 1 countries 

A Tough Standard Developmg 
principles that meet thls standard of belng 
general and yet non-trlvial actually 
proved to be falrly diEcuit to do As you 
read through our pmciples you can best 
judge whether or not we succeeded in thls 
regard 

The Blodrvers~ty Consemabon Network 

2 Overwew of BCN's Analyt~cal Framework 
2 I BCN's Core Hypothes~s 
BCN's Core Hypothesis 1s illustrated In the dlagram below It states that ~f 
an enterprlse approach to commun~ty-based conservation is going to be 
effective, then there must be 

1 Lrnkage Between a VrabIe Enterprrse and Brodrversrty The 
enterprlse must be financially vlable But ~t also must d~rectly depend 
on the m-srtu biological resources of the reglon so that the enterprlse 
wdl fad lf t h ~ s  blod~versity IS slgn~ficantly degraded 

2 Generatron of Short and Long-Term Benefits The enterpr~se must 
generate benefits (economic, soc~al, andlor environmental) for a 
community of stakeholders both In the short run and w~th a h~gh 
probabd~ty, In the long run, after BCN fundlng ends 

3 Stakeholder Involvement The enterprise must mvolve members of 
the local community, who are stakeholders In the enterpr~ses and 
b~od~vers~ty of the area, and who have the capacity to take action to 
counter threats to the b~odlversity 

In effect, the hypothesis IS that ~f local communities recewe sufficient 
benefits from a viable enterprlse that depends on b~od~verslty, then they 
will act to counter mternal and external threats to that b~odwersity 

A Conceptual Model of the BCN Core Hypothes~s 
The solld lrnes represent the BCN Core Hypothesis with the numbers 
correspondmg to the elements of the hypothesis stated above The dashed 
hnes represent an alternatlve pathway (technically an economic 
substitution strategy) by which the enterprisecan also help m~tigate Internal 
threats The enterprise provldes alternatrvesources of Income to residents 
who are currently engaged in livehhood activities that damage biodlverslty 
such as swldden agrlcultureor overharvestingof marine resources 

Increased benefits Internal 
h relat~ve to old r 

Develop l~vel~hood adv~t~es f threats 

v~able - - 
lmked 0 B~od~verslty 

enterpnse Enhanced Stakeholder - 
b~od~vers~ty capactty to External 

value to local 
- 

rn~t~gate 
- 

threats I stakeholders I threats I I 1 

Source Adapted from Salafsky and Wollenberg (In press) 

We are not mterested In testing this hypothesis as an academic exercise 
Instead, we'd hke to mform conservatlon practitioners and managers 
about the speclfic condltlons under which it might make sense to adopt 
an enterprlse strategy - and, just as importantly, the speclfic condlt~ons 
under which ~t might not To this end, as outlined m the followmg box, 
our analysrs is focused on developing general and yet non-~zvralgurdrng 
prrncrpies for uslng an enterprise strategy 



What Are General and Yet Non-Trwal Gu~dmg Pnnc~ples? 

In navrgatrng the conservat~on and development landscape there IS no srngle path - no magrc formula - 
that w~l l  lead a group to success There are no guarantees that an lnterventlon that works at one srte In 
lndonesra wrll work equally well at another srte In Brazrl -or even at the same site In lndones~a the next 
year On the other hand rt seems likely that there also IS not an rnfinrte number of paths leadmg to 
success To be sure the exact path that any group needs to follow depends on rts startlng pornt rts goals 
the changrng conditions at the s~te and the condrtrons tn the broader social polrtrcal, and economrc 
context In whrch rt IS operatrng But to say that there are no common aspects - that everythrng IS srte- 
specrfic - rmpl~es that there is no need for any krnd of systematic scrence 

Between the endpornts of this spectrum of possible paths IS a vast mlddle ground in wh~ch there is some 
finrte number of paths through the landscape It IS rmpossrble to advrse a project team exactly when and 
where rt wrll encounter a given obstacle or catalyst or what rt should do upon encounterrng them But IS rt 
possrble to provrde advice about commonly occurrrng catalysts and obstacles7 Can we develop general 
knowledge about the obstacles groups are lrkely to run rnto - how to avo~d them if possible and how to 
deal wrth them if they must7 And can we discover catalysts that help groups to move towards thew goal rn 
a more eficrent manner? If thrs m~ddle ground exrsts rt IS most lrkely to take the form of general and yet 
non-trrv~al guidrng prrnciples 

General General but Non-Tr~vral Specrfic 

1 Avo~d conflrct 
between clans 

As shown In the rrght srde of the dragram at any grven srte there are spectfrc prrncrples that are of great 
use to people working at that srte For example project team members worklng at a srte In Papua New 
Gulnea m~ght develop a prrncrple such as 

P - Use Chef John to help settle any conficts that arse between dtfierent clans 

7377 

Unfortunately srte-specrfic principles do not really help a person working at the next site over, let alone at 
a s~te halfway around the world 

Chref John 
solves conflrcts 

between Clans A & B 

On the far-left srde of the dragram are general prrncrples that apply to most or all srtes as illustrated by the 
example 

P - Avord confhct between clans 

Unfortunately most of these principles tend to be trrvral -they are true but not very helpful to 
practitioners 

The question thus becomes 'Are there general and yet non-trrvral gurdrng prrnclplesn as shown In the 
center of the dragram? It IS most likely that rf these general and yet non-trrvial principles exist they w~ l l  
take the form of condrtronal probability statements For example we mrght develop the prrncrple 

P - in Melanesian type soaal systems rt is generally better to work wrth the brg man to solve 
conficts unless he rs corrupt 

This principle applles In more than one place (throughout Melanesia) but not everywhere Furthermore ~t 
IS not guaranteed to work In all rnstances The user has to be smart enough to apply it to hrs or her own 
srtuation - for example to determme rf the b ~ g  man IS corrupt or not Our job thus becomes determrning 
not just what the principles are, but also under what condrt~ons and wrth what probabilrty of success each 
prrnclple IS lrkely to work 
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Independent Dependent 
Var~ables Vanable 

Enterpr~se 
Factors h 
Benefit 
Factors 

Conservation 
Success 

Factors 

Analytical T~meline As discussed In 
Salafsky and Margoluls (1999b) the BCN 
Analytical Framework was developed 
over a serles of steps 

1992 Initial program desgn 

1993 Monltor~ng matrlces (Most BCN 
srafh~red)  

1994 Comprehensive guldel~nes for 
potentla1 monltorlng questions 

1995 Common sets of questions M&E 
workshops (F~nal lmplementatron 
Grants awarded) 

1996 Projects develop M&E plans 
BCN staff develop framework for 
key var~ables 

1997 BCN framework completed 
T mld data collected 

1998 T final data collected (Grants 
completed) 

1999 Analyses completed 

2 2 Analytical Approach 
The BCN d ~ d  not begin work w ~ t h  a pre-determ~ned analyt~cal 
framework Instead, we developed our approach over the first few years 
of the program We started by thinkmg about what we m~ght  ~deally do, 
and then scalmg our work back to what we could feasibly accomplish 
The compromises that we made to ensure feasib~lity lead to some 
~mportant caveats to our overall findings as outhned below 

Research Des~gn 
Test~ng the BCN Core Hypothes~s mvolved examining the cond~tions 
under wh~ch projects can use an enterprise strategy to achleve 
b~odiversity conservation In effect, as shown In the diagram In the 
sidebar, we looked at the relat~onsh~p between a serles of rndependent 
varrables or predictors on conservat~on success, our dependent varrable 
or outcome 

Model SpeczJicatzon - Ideally, we would have specified a complete 
model that contains all relevant factors Owmg to data and resource 
constraints, we could only select key factors shown in the table at the 
bottom of the page 

Quantrtatrve vs Qualrtatrve Multz- Varrate Analyses - Ideally, we 
would have liked to run a quantitative multi-vanate analysis so as to 
be able to systemat~cally examine the interact~ons between different 
var~ables Owmg to data constraints discussed below, however, we 
could not do thls quantltatively Instead, we conducted a series of 
bivariate analyses and qualitatively examined the lnteractlons 
between factors 

Prospectzve vs Cross-Sectzonal Analyses - Ideally, we would have 
liked to specify our working sub-hypothesis about the relat~onship of 
each var~able to conservat~on success at the start of the program and 
then collect baselme and follow-up data to test these pred~ctions 
Since the analys~s was only initiated after the program started, we 
were only able to specify our sub-hypotheses midway through the 
program The lack of true baseline data meant that we conducted a 
cross-sectional and historical prospective analys~s rather than a true 
prospective analysis, lim~ting our ab111ty to make tnferences about 
true causality 

Var~ables That We Considered In Our Analyses 

DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

Llnked Generation of Community of Process 
Enterprises Benefits Stakeholders Factors 

State of Blodlverslty 

Threats to Blod~vers~ty * 

Process 

lnstltutronal 
Development 

* Thrs 1s the pnmary 
measure we used 

Enterprise Lmkage Cash Benefits Stakeholder Group Chaos 

Profitablllty & Future Success D~strlbutlon Exstence and strength Pro,ect 
Absolute amount Representat~veness 

Ownersh~p & Management Relat~ve amount - Population 
Effectiveness 

- Local part~c~pat~on Var~ance homogeneity 
- Enterpr~se complexity - Techn~cal skllls Non-Cash Benefits Leadership of Group 

- Enterpr~se skllls Tlmlng of Benefits Resource Governance 

Market Demand Frequency of Community Pollcmg 9 

- Market competlt~veness Benefits 
- D~stance to market 
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Data Collection 
As outl~ned In the sidebar, data for t h~s  analysis came from many 
sources An m t ~ a l  l~st  of key variables and potential methods was 
developed at a series of workshops w~th BCN project partners T h ~ s  list 
was boded down over tlme by BCN staff ~n consultation with our 
partners The BCN Analytical Framework was then sent to all project 
partners who used it to varying degrees In writing their six-month 
technical reports In 1997 BCN program officers also began meeting 
w~th  each project team durmg site v ~ s ~ t s  to fill in the data for the 
framework The final rounds of data collectlon were made in 1998 

A Range of Methods - Ideally, all projects would have collected data 
for each variable uslng   den tical methods Since, however, we 
wanted to make sure that projects first and foremost collected data 
that would meet the~r management needs, projects ended up using a 
range of methods Furthermore, since some projects did not collect 
data for ail variables we had to work with BCN program officers to 
collect add~t~onal data for some var~ables 

Quantrtatrve vs Qualrtatrve Data - Ideally, we would have collected 
a complementary mixture of quantitative and qualitatwe data As ~t 
proved to be d~fficult to collect quantitat~ve data for many var~ables, 
we had to rely on expert rankings made by BCN program officers, 
often in consultation with the project teams Rank~ngs were made 
accordmg to strictly defined cr~teria and efforts were made to apply 
them In a standardized fashion across all sltes 

Researcher Objectrvrty - Ideally, from a sc~ent~fic perspective, we 
would have hked to have had data collected by impartial observers 
Given, however, that t h ~ s  was act~on research, the data were 
collected by people ~nvolved in the projects and the BCN program 
As d~scussed In the s~debar, this action research also had some major 
benefits 

Data Ana/yss 
We analyzed our data usmg a combination of quantitative and qualitative 
techniques supplemented with anecdotal evidence and our experiences 

Data Sources We used a a ~ d e  range of 
sources wh~ch enabled us to tr~angulate 
our findmgs Key sources ~ncluded 

QuantriaRve Data 
Grantee reports 
Inspect~on of project records 
Interv~ews 

Qualriatrve Data 
Grantee reports 
Staff trip reports 
Key informant mtervlews 
Grantee stones and publ~cat~ons 
Program officer rankmgs 

Accuracy of Rankmg Data In asslgnlng 
ranks to d~fferent var~ables we used a 
comb~nat~on of 5- and 10-pomt scales 
Although the use of the 10-pomt scale 
may seem hke false prec~s~on In domg 
rankmgs we ofien had long debates as to 
whether a glven slte should be ranked a 
6 versus a 7 As a result, d~fferences 

of three or four rankmg polnts are 
probably meaningful 

Conservat~on Benefits from Act~on 
Research Havmg the process of data 
collectlon mfluence projects 1s not all 
bad The best example was the collect~on 
of the Threat Reduct~on Assessment 
ranklngs (p 14) wh~ch forced project 
teams to thmk about the major threats to 
the b~odivers~ty at the site and m some 
cases caused them to mod@ project 
actlvltles In response 

Sample Sue - Ideally, we would have had a suffic~ent sample slze 
("n") to have the power to resolve mmor differences between 
variables In real~ty, our sample size was restricted As outlined in 
the following pages, we ended up with a sample of 20 projects that 
included 39 s~tes  and 48 enterprises The varlation m the "n" in our 
analyses is because for some analyses we used the slte as our basic 
unit, whereas for others we used projects or enterprises In a few 
cases, we have reduced sample sizes where data are not complete 
The small sample slze also meant that it was hard to run stat~stical 
tests that involved dlv~d~ng the sample into two or more groups 

Non-Parametrrc Tests - Ideally, we would have normal data on which 
we could have used parametric stat~stcal tests In reality, we had to rely 
on chi-square analyses and other non-parametric tests 



BCN's Grants Compet~ t~on  BCN 
rece~ved over 400 concept papers and 
proposals Based on these proposals 35 
projects rece~ved Plannmg Grants and 4 
projects rece~ved Implementat~on Grants 
From these 35 Plann~ng Grants 16 
projects went on to recelve full 
Implementat~on Grants g w n g  a total of 
20 projects 

Although BCN staff ~ n ~ t ~ a l l y  screened 
appl~cat~ons a Peer Rev~ew Panel 
composed of people wlth expertise on the 
geographic regions made final decis~ons 
and varlous d~sclplmes related to BCN 

A more deta~led descrlpt~on of our 
proposal revlew process can be found m 
Salafsky and Margolu~s (1999a) or on the 
web at www BSPonhne orq 

The B~od~versrty Consewatlon Network 

2 3 Select~ng the Sample of Projects 
B C N  was set up as a competitive grants program Projects were ellglble 
to apply from 18 countries in Asia and the Paclfic B C N  published an 
l n l t~a l  request for proposals In 1993 and a modified verslon In 1994 
Concept papers and proposals were first screened by  B C N  staff to see 
whether they met bas~c eligibll lty criteria and then other, secondary 
criterla outllned In the Request for Proposals If a proposal met the 
second-screen criteria, ~t was brought before our Peer Revlew Panel In 
selecting whlch projects would recelve fundlng, B C N  staff and the 
Rev~ew Panel deliberately set out to 1) fund the best possible projects, 
and 2) develop a portfolio o f  projects that covered a range of 
character~stics that B C N  felt were needed to  adequately test the B C N  
hypothes~s (for example, a representatwe spread o f  countries, regions, 
habitats, enterprise-types and local, national and mternatlonal 
organizat~ons) 

T h ~ s  select~on process had three important implications for our analys~s 

1 Our samplzngframe dzd not represent the complete unlverse of 
potenrzalprojects - Our sampling frame was limited to those projects 
that chose to  apply to us for funds This l imitation means that we 
must be careful in extrapolatmg our results t o  the unlverse o f  
potential conservation and development projects In particular, the 
restriction prohibiting B C N  from funding for-profit entitles meant 
that very few prlvate sector firms played major roles In the projects 

Table o f  BCN Project Sltes 

Project Name and Number S~tes Hab~tat(s) Enterpr~se Types 

SOUTH ASlA 
HUMLA NEPAL (#I) 
ROYAL CHITWAN NEPAL (#2) 
GARHWAL INDIA (#3) 
SIKKIM INDIA (#4) 
BILGIRI RANGAN HILLS INDIA (#5) 

SOUTHEAST ASlA 
GUNUNG HALIMUN INDONESIA (#6) 
GUNUNG PALUNG INDONESIA (#7) 
SANGGAU INDONESIA (#a) 
LORE LINDU INDONESIA (#9) 
ARFAK MOUNTAINS INDONESIA (#I 0) 
PADAIDO ISLANDS INDONESIA (#I 1) 
MINDANAO PHILIPPINES (#12) 
PALAWAN PHILIPPINES (#I 3) 
KALAHAN PHILIPPINES (#14) 

PACIFIC 
CRATER MOUNTAIN PNG (#15) 
LAKEKAMU BASIN PNG (#16) 
EAST NEW BRITAIN PNG (#17) 
ARNAVON SOLOMON ISLANDS (#18) 
MAKIRA SOLOMON ISLANDS (#I 9) 

alpme forest 
grasslandlsavanna 
temperate and alprne forest 
temperate forest 
sub-troprcalldecrduous forest 

trop~cal forest 
troprcal forest 
troprcal forest 
troplcal forest 
troprcal forest 
rnarlne 
troprcal forest 
tropcal forest 
tropcal forest 

troprcal forest 
troprcal forest 
troprcal forest 
marine 
trop~cal forest 

essentral 011s 
ecotourrsm 
s~lk and honey 
ecotourlsm 
frurt and herbal rned~crnes 

ecotour~sm 
t~mber 
rattan and bamboo hand~crafts 
butterfly farmlng honey and rafirng 
butterfly ranchmg 
ecotourlsm and fish~ng 
abaca fiber and handcrafts 
non-t~mber forest products 
jams and jellres 

research tounsm and handcrafts 
research tour~sm and ecotour~sm 
tlmber 
fishrng 
ecotourlsm and nut 011 
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we funded In effect, we ended up test~ng the hypothes~s, "Can 
conservation and development NGOs implement an enterprise 
strategy for conservat~on?" and not the broader hypothesls, "Can any 
organ~zatlon implement an enterprise strategy for conservat~on?" 

2 Our sample ofprojects was not randomly selected - Our selection 
process was deliberately b~ased so as to 1) choose those projects that 
seemed most l~kely to achieve success and 2) enable us to develop a 
portfol~o of projects that spanned the range of key crlterla and 
characteristics This deliberate b ~ a s  towards what we thought were 
potentially successful projects means that, if we conclude that an 
enterprise strategy for conservation does work, then we cannot 
extrapolate thls findlng to the unlverse of all conservation projects 
If, however, we conclude that an enterprise strategy does not work, 

BCN Project S ~ t e s  In t h ~ s  document, we 
refer to each of the twenty BCN project 
sltes by ~ t s  geographic locatlon as l~sted In 
the left-hand column of the table on the 
prevlous page Each project slte has ~ t s  
own home page on the BCNet web slte 
at www BCNet org/prolects htm These 
home pages also contain lmks to other 
web sltes about the project In add~t~on  
there are stones about each project In the 
BCN Annual Reports (refer to prolect . - 

then we can extrapolate this findlng because, In thl; case, our test number) 

was conservative 

3 We were unable to estabIzsh strlct controls - It was ~mpract~cal (and 
unethical) for BCN to set up control projects that recelved no support 
for enterprise development Nonetheless, desp~te our efforts to select 
only "good" projects, a number of them were ultimately not 
successful Although these less successful projects are not controls In 
the strlct sense, they provided Important learnmg opportunities 

Map of BCN Project S~tes 

Map of BCN 
Project Sites 

? 

Solomon 
'1 &$slands 

-19 



Selectmg Project S ~ t e s  Each BCN 
project has at least one slte However 
many projects have mult~ple sltes In most 
cases ~ d e n t ~ f y ~ n g  the spec~fic sltes wtthm 
a project was fa~rly straightforward In a 
few cases however we chose to exclude 
potent~al sltes that were ~ncluded In the 
or~gmal project proposal because e~ther 
1) the project was not actlve In these 
areas or 2) the project d ~ d  not collect 
suffic~ent data on these sltes For 
example although the CRATER MOUNTAIN 
(# 15) team In PNG or~glnally planned to 
work w ~ t h  SIX d~fferent v~llages across the 
W~ldhfe Management Area. they ended 
up only work~ng w ~ t h  four 

We also had to adjust many sltes based on 
our site defin~t~on crlter~a For example at 
LORE LINDU INDONESIA (#9) the o r~g~nal  
s~ngle project slte const~tutlng all of 
Lore Lmdu Nat~onal Park was later sp l~ t  
Into three separate sltes wh~ch IS a much 
more accurate measurement Conversely 
two ln~t~ally separate sltes at BILGIRI 
RANGAN HILLS INDIA ( # 5 )  were 
combined Into one s ~ t e  

Drawmg Black Lmes on Gray Areas 
The process of definmg study sltes turned 
out to be both far more complex and far 
more mterestlng than we had ~nit~ally 
magmed In part~cular we found that 
definmg study sltes mvolved trylng to 
find standardwed ways of draw~ng black 
llnes on gray areas 

For example In definmg the spat~al 
d~mens~on for S ~ t e  1 In the drawmg we 
m~ght  choose Area A even though 
arguments could be made for a slte as 
large as Area B or as small as Area C 
L ~ k e w ~ s e  In definmg the stakeholder 
dlmens~on we m~ght ~nclude Houses 1 2 
and 3 but not 4 wh~ch IS located further 
away from the s ~ t e  We mlght also mclude 
H7 wh~ch IS an urban res~dent, especially 
~f the family plays a major role m 
dec~dmg how the natural resources of the 
slte are used 

In any of these defin~trons good 
arguments can be made for posltlonlng 
the line m any number of places 
Ult~mately researchers need to p ~ c k  one 
and go w ~ t h  it The key here IS to be 
consistent across the portfoho 

The B~odrversrty Consewat~on Network 

2 4 Defrnmg Study S l t e s  a s  Our U n l t  of Analysis 
Our baslc unit of analysls IS aproject szte Each project site was defined 
along four dimensions 

1 SpatraI Drmensron - What area should we cons~der as the project 
s1te7 Gwen that BCN's prlmary goal is conservation, we defined the 
core slte as the area of biodiversity habitat that the project is 
attempting to conserve It IS generally functionally equivalent to the 
area the stakeholders have the ability to manage or mfluence (elther 
pos~tlvely or negatively) Most projects lnrtlally attempted to claim a 
large site area Over time, however, they began to reahze that the 
actual area they were able to affect was much smaller For example, 
as shown in the diagram below, it makes little sense for a project to 
claim they are affecting an entlre Natlonal Park rf their interventions 
cannot real~stically expect to affect Threat I (TI In the diagram), 
which occurs at the far slde of the park Instead, it makes more sense 
to clalm a smaller area, such as that affected by Threat 2 (T2), as the 
actual project site 

2 Stakeholder Drmensron - Who should we count as a stakeholder 
when analyzing participation, benefit distribut~on, and other soclal 
factors? At most sltes, the definltlon of stakeholder was hmited to 
those local residents who have a direct, actual or potentlal impact on 
the core biodiversity of the site 

TemporaI Dzmenslon - Over what t ~ m e  period should we consider 
the effects of the enterpr1se7 While some of the projects were 1 

operatlng for many prior to receiving BCN funds, others got 
underway only after To deal with these differences, projects were 
defined as startlng at the onset of the BCN Implementat~on Grant 
We then tried to collect data for the project's start, middle, and end 
Most of our analyses were conducted uslng data from the final 
perlod We also, however, tracked as separate variables the length of 
time that the project and enterprise had been active at the study site 
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Analyzing Projects W ~ t h  Mult~ple 

IS an S ~ t e s  An important analytical 
conslderatlon IS how to treat projects w ~ t h  
multlple sltes An extreme example IS 

4 Enterprzse Drmenszon - What activities are included under the 
defin~tion of an enterpnse' In most BCN-funded projects, there 
overlap between 'enterprise activ~ties" (setting up production 
systems, marketing products, mon~tormg the impact of harvestmg) 
and "project activ~ties" (organ~z~ng stakeholders, capacity budding, 
monitoring soc~al effects) that is sometimes difficult to separate We 
thus carefully defined for each site what constitutes the core 
enterprrse and what constitutes, more generally, the supporting 
project This was most easily done through the use of an enterprise 
cham, as shown below, that outlmes the steps In the product~on 
process and defines which steps we considered to be part of the core 
enterprise 

EASTNEW BRITAIN (# 17) w ~ t h  slk sltes If 
these SIX sltes are not mdependent of one 
another then including them as separate 
data points In any given analys~s could 
blas the conclus~ons that we draw We 
declded however slnce there were 
d~fferent condlt~ons at each of these sites 
as well as different outcomes that they 
were sufficiently Independent to warrant 
inclusion In most analyses Indeed In 
some ways these multlple slte projects are 
Interesting mtnl-BCN experiments 

The Value-Added Cham for the LORE LINDU, INDONESIA (#9) Honey Huntlng Enterprise 
All values In lndones~an Ruplah 

I 
I 
I 

Collectors obta~n Hunters enter Park 
government permlts and collect forest 

to halvest honey 
from Park beehwes . 

Defined boundary 
of core enterpnse 

Honey bought by 
co-op Treasurer 
(Rp 3750A1ter) y H o ~ l ; $ ~ d  H c;:;:;g;y 1 

(Rp 5 700A1ter) 

Consumer buys 
honey from retaller 

(Rp 7 700A1ter) 

Summary of BCN Project Sltes by Region 

D~mens~on South Asia SE Asla Pac~fic All Sites 

Number of Sites (total number) 7 13 19 39 

Area (avg k std dev hectares) 12674k17666 11064k9356 20645k16796 16719k15624 

Stakeholders (avg k std dev ~ndmduals) 4739 * 3877 3164 * 2413 1008 * 1514 2477 * 2865 
- major stakeholder sub-groups castes ethn~city clans 
-tenure system state control state control local control 

Project Length (avg k std dev years) 400f 071 3 71 * 0 76 388k064 385k067 

Enterpr~ses (total number) 
- mrnimal value-added 
- some value-added 
- finished product or service 

BCN Funding (% total) 3 1 35 34 100 
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3 Results of Test~ng BCN's Core Hypothes~s 
In the followmg pages, we present our results for some of the key sets of 
factors that we Identified We present each of those factors using the 
format shown below 

A br~ef descr~pt~on of Descr~pt~ve stats 
methods used to measure presented ~n tables The factor belng 

the var~ables and bar charts analyzed 

Dashed llne md~cates 
our workmg sub- 

hypothes~s developed , 
before the analys~s 

was begun 

Sohd lme In 
scatterplots a OLS 

regression ~t IS 

presented only for 
vlsual guldance - no 

stabsbcal s~gn~ficance 
should be Inferred 

Statlstlcal analyses of 
bwar~ate trends based 

on 2 x 2 Chi Square 
tests formed by - 

dlvldlng mdependent 
and dependent 

variables at thew 
respectwe med~ans 

Qual~tat~ve analyses 
excerpted from the 

results of our formal / 
qualltatlve analysls 

ava~lable on the BCNet 
web site 

Anecdotal examples 
w~th llnks to or~g~nal 
stories or sources 

lllustratlve examples 
of BCN projects 

Types of Ownersh~p + 1 1  
Category # Ents Example ' 
Prlvate l~m~ted 12 NEW BRITAIN PNG (#I 7) 

\ 100, \ 3 
Pr~vate partner 12 LORE LINDU INDON (#9) 

Sole prop 6 SIKKIM INDIA (#4) 

Cooperative 6 BR HILLS INDIA (#5) 
60 Communal 12 CWTER MTN PNG (#I 5) 

'L 40 

p! 30 

; ; i , b 9 There IS a slgn~ficant assoclatlon (n = 38 
Degree of Local Management (0-9) 2 = 9 73 p = 0 002) 

/ 

BCN Qual~tal~ve Analysis 

An Example 

/ ww .Net 0.1 pro1.s htm / - 

Statements of general and yet- 
non-tr~v~al prrnc~ples based on 
the data we present 

Statements of hypotheses that 
need further testrng before they 
can become pr~nc~ples 
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A Gu~de to Our Bas~c Statrstrcal Procedure 

The basic statrstrcal procedure that we use In thrs document IS to test a speclfic sub-hypothesis about 
the assocratron between two variables For example we might be rnterested In the assocratron 
between the degree of local management of an enterprrse and conservatron success To test thrs 

sub-hypothesis, we first create a scatterplot showing the 
relatronship between the two varrables as shown rn the dragram 

100- 
@ ,  , on the left The dashed lrne represents our pred~ction as to the 

90- , dlrectron of the assocration 

If both variables were normally drstrrbuted and contmuous we 
could conduct a regression analysrs that plots the line that 
mrnimrzes the distance between all points on the graph as 
shown by the solrd llne In cases where erther varrable contains 
ranking data then technically we are violatmg the assumptrons 
requrred to conduct a regressron analysis In these cases the 
regression lrne should only be used as an rndrcatron of the 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  drrection of the assocratron that we are testing No inference can 
Degree of ~ o c a i  Management (0 9) be made about the slope of the lrne 

To look at whether this assocration IS statrstrcally srgnificant we first state a null hypothesw that there 
is no associatron between the variables We then divrde the graph into four quadrants posrtioning the 
drvrdmg lines between the quadrants so that there are roughly equal numbers of pornts on each srde 
of the lrnes (spl~tting varrables at their medran value) If there are roughly equal numbers of points In 
all four quadrants than there IS no assoc~ation between the varrables If there are more polnts in 
quadrants A and D then we have a posrtive assocratlon If there are more pornts in quadrants B and 
C then we have a negatrve assocration 

Degree of Local Management (0 9) 

90' 

80- 

c 70- 
0 2 60. 

50- 

5 40- 
m 
2 30- 
0 

10- 

07 

To test the statrstrcalsrgnificanceof this assocration (determrne the probabrlity that we can reject our null 
hypotheslsand say thrs assocration IS "true ) we first create a frequency table as shown on the above 
right The cells of the table correspond to the quadrantsof the graph as shown by the bold letters The 
number after the "0" represents our observed results for each quadrant The number after the E' 
represents the expected values for the quadrant rf there was a completely random distrlbutron (our null 
hypothesis) Thrs expected number IS calculated by multiplying the row total by the column total and 
divrdrng by the total number of data polnts 

The chi-square test stat~stlc (x2) a calculated following the standard formula and then a probabrhty value 
(p) IS computed to measure the chance we are making an error rn rejecting the null hypothesrs For the 
purposes of thrs analysis we term pvalues between 1 and 05 as berng marginally srgnificant(there IS 

less than a 10% chance that we are makrng an error In rejectrng the null hypothesis), and p-values 
between 05 and 0 as berng slgnrficant(there IS less than a 5% chance that we are makrng an error) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 ' 7 8 9  n = 3 9 , X Z = 4 5 1  p=O034 

0 O @ 
Threat 

o Reduct~on 
C D 

Q Low 
O g o  

CD' -- - .. a - & -  

8 0  o High o 

A 0 Z 0 ,  B 
0 

o 0 0 Tofals . . . . . P .  . . 

Degree Local Management 
Low H~gh 

0 16 
I 

0 4 
E 128 A I B  E 7 2  
0 9  C D  0 1 0  
E 122 E 6 8  

25 14 

Totals 

20 

- - 

19 

39 



Measur~ng Conservat~on As presented 
In the BCN Analytical Framework 
(WWW BCNet org/learn~n~/analytlcal/app 
endB htm) we wanted to measure four 
variables related to conservatlon success 

State of the Btodwersrly - We first tr~ed to 
measure t h ~ s  vanable by lookmg at 
changes In I) area of key hab~tats at the 
project slte 2) densities of key md~cator 
specles and 3) ecosystem functioning 
When these ~ndlcators proved d~fficult to 
operat~onallze we trled to slmpl~fy thlngs 
by only looking at changes In hab~tat area 
and changes In stock of the key resource 
used by the enterprise Despite strong 
encouragement and extensive technical 
support however most of our project 
partners d ~ d  not collect the baselme data 
requlred to make even these most basic 
assessments Furthermore In the few 
cases where these b~ological data were 
collected they proved to be insensltlve to 
changes In the state of the system 

State of the Threats to the Bzod~verslty - 
We measured this varlable by usmg the 
Threat Reduct~on Assessment (TRA) 
Index descr~bed by Salafsky and 
Margolu~s (1999~)  The core prrnclple 
behind TRA is that ~f a project team can 
accurately ~dent~fy the threats to the 
blodiverslty of a reglon then the team can 
assess ~ t s  progress In achlevlng 
conservatlon by measuring the degree to 
wh~ch these threats are reduced The 

(continued on n& page) 
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3 I Assessing Success 
To test our Core Hypothes~s, we needed to develop yardsticks by whlch 
we could judge the relatlve success or fadure of a glven project In 
scient~fic terms, these are our dependent or outcome variables 

Measur~ng Conservatron Success 
At the most fundamental level, the BCN Hypothesis 1s an exammat~on of 
the effects of an enterprise strategy on b~odlvers~ty conservatron 
Blodlvers~ty conservatlon was thus the most c r ~ t ~ c a l  var~able that we had 
to monltor at each of our sltes If we have learned anyth~ng over the past 
few years, however, ~t 1s that conservation success IS extremely d~fficult 
to define, let alone measure, In b~olog~cal  terms, especially over the brief 
three- to four-year tlme perlod w~thin wh~ch we were worklng 

As d~scussed In the s~debars, we m t ~ a l l y  attempted to develop ~ndlcators 
for each of the four areas In the model below There were, however, 
problems In developmg pract~cal ~nd~cators, particularly for the state of 
the biodlverslty and the process of lmplement~ng ~nterventlon strateg~es 
Thls left us wlth two prlmary lndlcators o f  conservatlon success 

A Model of a Typ~cal Conservat~on Project 
Source Adapted from Salafsky & Margoluis (1999~) 

A typical conservatron projects success can be assessed in four areas 
1) state of the biodrversity at the project site 2) state of the threats to the 
brodrversity 3) process of implementing project intervention strategies 
and 4) status of the mstitutrons at the srte In theory if we have a 
perfect" conceptual model of a project, then we can assess its success 

by measuring the system at any one area of the model In the real 
world, however models are not perfect As a result, ~t is actually better to 
assess a project in all four areas This multiple assessment enables us to 
crosscheck the different measurements if discrepancies are d~scovered 
they can be used to calibrate the different measurements or to revrse the 
underlying model 

Process of - State of State of 
r l n t e ~ e n t l o n s  1 Threats- -- Blodnerslty-- 

Direct 
Protection 

Pnvate Reserves 

Restoratron 
Pmscnbed Burns , 

Advocacy 
Loggmg Legislabon Populabon Gmwth 
Flshing T a b s  Need for Cash Internal 

Direct Threats 
Ovehunbng 
Cyanlde Flshlng 

Awareness 
Schcal curricula 
Flsh Restndlons 

Incentives 
Unlinked (Agmforest) 
hnked (Owe Tounsrn) 

lnd~vidual 

Shellfish 

Forest Area 
Reef lntegnty 

Functioning 
Watershed 
Surf Breaker 
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The Threat Reductton Assessment (TRA) Inder provides a static assess- 
ment of the percentage of ~dentified threats at each project slte that were 

addressed over the life of 
TRA Index Scores by Type of Threat the project The average 

Avg 2 sd n Threat Reduction Index 

4 3 8  k 2 8 4  
for all our sites was 43 8 

All Threats 39 
h 28 4 % by the last year 

Internal Threats 3 4  1 * 21 5 23 of the T h ~ s  - 
External Threats 5 7  7 * 31 9 l6 means that, on average, 
t = 2 7 7  d f  =37 p=O009 projects met slightly less 

than half of all identified 
threats The distribution 

of Threat Reduct~on Index rankmgs IS shown In the bar graph on the left 
below Threats can be further subdiv~ded Into znternal threats that are 
caused by the local stakeholders themselves and external threats that are 
caused by outsiders As shown in the table, the average Threat Reduct~on 
Index score was s~gnificantly higher for projects facing a majority of 
external as opposed to internal threats 

Threat Reduction (%) 

1 2 3 4 5  
Future Conse~at~on Success (1 5) 

The Future Conservatzon Success Rankmg assesses the ability of the 
~nstitutions at the end of the BCN funding period to respond to future 
threats, and is thus a more dynamic measure of conservation The 
average ranking for our sites was 2 9 * 1 0 The distribution of these 
rankings IS presented in the bar graph on the right above 

There is a general correlation between these two indicators, as shown in 
the graph Even the few outlying po~nts are instructive Smce these two 

100 - 
tndicators correlate with one another, 

B m  O ,o 

90 - * we decided to use the Threat 
Reduction Index as our mam 

c 7 0 -  ~ndlcator of conservation success, 
since it represents the incremental 
change over our study period When 
we used a hybrid mdex of the Threat 
Reduction Index and Future 
Conservat~on Success rankmgs, 
however. our results were not 

" '  

* substantially different 
Future Conservation Success (1 5) 

Measuring Conservation (con't) 

speclfic index we used involved identifying 
threats rankmg them according to their 
relative Importance assessing progress m 
meetlng each of them and then pooling the 
information to estlmate the actual threat 
reduction as a percentage of total potential 
threat reduction 

Process of Implernentrng Project 
Interventrons - We found that 
operat~onallz~ng thls vanable lnvolved 
using an aggregate mdex of the 
independent variables described in the next 
section As a result, ~t didn t make sense to 
use thls as a dependent variable for thls 
analys~s since lt would then create a 
clrcular cham of log~c 

Status of the hshtuhons at the Szte - We 
measured thls vanable by havmg BCN 
program officers rank each site Rankmgs 
used a five pomt scale ranglng from ( 1) 
havmg no mstitubon m place to make 
conservation happen to (5) havmg a sohd 
institution that 1s regularly monltonng the 
site analyzing data, and taJung actlon 

As with the any ranklng t e c h q u e  both the 
Threat Reduct~on Index and, espec~ally the 
Future Conservat~on Success ranlungs 
could be biased However we made 
substantial efforts to ensure that the 
assessments were undertaken In a 
standardized manner A companson of 
rankmgs made by d~fferent program 
officers shows that then average Threat 
Reduction Index rankings are comparable 

E x p l a ~ n ~ n g  the Outlying Pornts Pomts 
A and B represent two sltes at EAST NEW 
BRITAIN PNG (# 17) where the threat is 
pnmarlly from foregn-owned logglng 
companies Although the project has so 
far succeeded In fending off the loggers 
thus earning a hlgh TRA score ~t IS 

doubtful the community will be able to 
stave off this threat in the future resulting 
in low future success rankmgs Polnts C 
and D represent two sltes at CRATER 
MOUNTAIN PNG (# 15) where the threat 
is pnmanly from local stakeholders 
overharvestmg resources Here the 
project teams have not yet succeeded m 
slowlng down the resource harvestmg 
thus earnmg a low TRA score However 
the project has made substantial progress 
m developing comrnunlty lnstltutlons that 
will be able to contmue conservation 
work, therefore justlfymg the hlgher 
future rankmgs 
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Measuring Lmkage As presented In the 
BCN Analytical Framework 
(www BCNet or~learnindanalyt~caI/app 
endC htm) BCN staff ~nltlally assessed 
whether a glven enterprlse 1s linked by 
askmg the questton If the b~odlverslty of 
the s ~ t e  were to be damaged what would 
happen to the enterprise? If the 
enterprlse were to contlnue then the 
enterprlse would not be lmked to the 
biodiversity If the enterprlse were 
disrupted however then ~t would be 
linked to the b~od~versity Assessing 
linkage was not easy but ~t was cruc~al to 
our analys~s As described in greater 
deta~l In Salafsky & Wollenberg (In 
Press) we subsequently developed a more 
deta~led 10-point ranking of llnkage 
looking at 

Specres Dependence - Dependence of 
enterprlse on rnalntainmg species at 
slte 

Habrfat Dependence - Dependence of 
enterprlse on rnaintainlng habitats at 
slte 

Spatral Dependence - Percent of s ~ t e  
area on whlch enterprlse depends 

Temporal Dependence - Period and 
frequency of b~od~verslty use on 
whlch enterprise depends 

Conservatron Value Dependence - 
Dependence of enterprlse on 
externally created mcentives such as 
green rnarketlng 

Rankmgs presented In this analysls are 
based on an overall lmkage rankzng 
calculated by tak~ng the average of the 
five rankmgs above 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

Overall Llnkage Rankmgs 

3 2 Lmked Enterpr~se Factors 
The first condit~on of the BCN Core Hypothes~s states that there must be 
a vlable enterpr~se that IS linked to the core biod~versity of the slte 

Enterprise Linkage Wlfh Biod/ verslty 
One of the most fundamental concepts beh~nd the BCN program IS the 

I 
Idea of hnkage between an enterpr~se and the b~odivers~ty of the project 
slte As shown by the heavy line In the followmg d~agram, linkage 1s the 
factor that "closes the loop" In the hypothesis, prov~d~ng the stakeholders 

I 
with lncentlves to protect the biodivers~ty N 
A Conceptual Model of the BCN Core Hypothesls 

Increased benefits 
c relat~ve to old Internal 

 evel lop- l~vel~hood actlv~t~es - threats I - - ---- - - v~able - 
l~nked - ---- - Biodtvers~ty 

enterprtse ' Enhanced I Stakeholder - c 

- + btodwers~ty capaclty to - External 
value to local - mtt~gate threats 
stakeholders --- threats - -  

Source Adapted from Salafsky and Wollenberg (in press) 

When we look across the BCN sites, there IS a wide range In the l~nkage 
rankmgs of the enterprlses, as shown In the table below However, most 
have at least a moderate linkage rankmg Gwen that we dehberately tried 
to select h~ghly lmked projects when develop~ng our portfol~o of 
projects, the fact that more than half the projects had a ranking of five or 
less IS a b ~ t  surprlsmg This observat~on ~llustrates how d~fficult ~t can be 
to develop lmked enterprises and how BCN's own thmking of what 
constitutes a "lmked" enterprise became more accurate over time 

Some types of enterprlses tend to be more lmked than others Most 
notably, sewlce busmesses such as ecotourlsm were s~gn~ficantly 
assoc~ated w ~ t h  h~gher linkage when compared with product busmesses 
such as forest product harvestmg (n = 39, xZ = 7 50, p = 0 006) 

Overall Llnkage Rankmgs for 48 BCN Enterprises 

Ranking # Sites Example (Enterprise and S~te) 
0 (no linkage) 0 - 
1 1 Abaca Harvestmg MINDANAO PHILIPPINES (#12) 
2 (I~rnited Lnks) 3 Demersal F~sh~ng ARNAVONS SOLOMON IS (#I 8) 

3 4 Ngali Nut 011 MAKIRA SOLOMON IS (#I 9) 
4 (moderate linkage) 1 White Water Rafting LORE LINDU INDONESIA (#9) 

5 17 Tasar Silk GARHWAL INDIA (#3) 
6 (strong linkage) 8 Ecotlrnber EAST NEW BRITAIN PNG (#17) 
7 10 Butterfly Ranchlng ARFAK MTS INDONESIA (#I 0) 

8 3 Dlve Tourism PADAIDO ISLANDS INDONESIA (#I 1) 
9 (complete linkage) 1 Ecotounsm MAKIRA SOLOMON IS (#I 9) 



When looking at the relationship between l~nkage and overall 
conservation success, as shown by the dashed l~ne In the s~debar, our 
working sub-hypothests was that an Increase tn hnkage should result in 
an Increase In conservation success When we plotted the average 
ranking across all sites, however, we found that, tf anything, the 
relattonship seems to be In the opposlte direction A chi-square analysis 
shows no s~gn~ficant association between linkage and conservatton (n = 

3 9 , x 2 = 2 0 9 , p = 0  148) 

If, however, we plot linkage against enterprtse success (see p 20), our 
working sub-hypothesis states that we might expect either a steady 
decrease In enterprise success as lmkage increases (Line A) or a decrease 
at higher levels of linkage (Line B) This is because we assumed that 
developmg viable lmked enterprises would be much more difficult than 
developing unlinked ones For example, ~t IS presumably much harder, 
from a strict business perspective, to develop an ecotourism business 
than a regular tourism business Much to our surprise, the results actually 
suggest a weakly sign~ficant pos~tive association between linkage and 
enterprise success (n = 48, X- = 2 88,p = 0 090) This finding could be 
due to the fact that our initla1 site selection was biased m favor of linked 
enterprises As a result, our sample of low linkage enterprises IS not truly 
representattve of the unlverse of possible low linkage enterprises, which 
technically includes most businesses In the world from v~llage stores to 
large multinational corporations 

The lack of a relationship between linkage and conservat~on success can 
in part be attributed to the fact that, based on the BCN Core Hypothesis 
shown in the model presented on the prevtous page, linkage is a 
necessary but not suffictent condition for conservation to take place 
Thus, even if l~nkage is high, there stdl m~ght be many other factors, 
such as the ability of the stakeholders to mitigate threats that keep 
conservatton from occurring This IS one of the cases where our data set 
may be too small to parse out any real effects 

In addition, if we carefully think about the loglc of the BCN Core 
Hypothesis, ultimately the "true" degree of linkage defined by a 
researcher does not really matter Instead, ~t is the stakeholders 
"perceived" degree of linkage that 1s critical If the community thinks an 
enterprise is llnked to biodiversity, then they will take action to protect 
the b~odiverslty If they do not see or belleve in the linkage, then they 
w~l l  not take action This concept of percewed linkage is difficult to test 
quantitatively However, for a number of our project sites, we conducted 
key informant interviews wlth selected communtty members m which we 
asked them about enterprise llnkage The results are summarized m our 
formal qualitative analysis, which found that perceptions of llnkage are 
~mportant Based on these results, we propose the hypothesis 

Average Linkage Score (0 9) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

Average Linkage Score (0 9) 

Env~ronmental Educat~on and 
Perceptions of Lmkage A good 
example of the lrnportance of community 
perceptions of linkage IS the story told by 
the KALAHAN PHILIPPINES (# 14) project 
team In whlch they dlscuss the need to do 
traning and env~ronmental educat~on 
They developed ecological webs to 
help comrnunlty members understand 
lmks between plant and an~rnal life and 
human act iv~t~es in the forest they 
manage See BCN 1997 (p 77) or www 
BCNet orrz/prolects/kalahan97 2 htm 

Qualitatwe 4nalvsis BC\ 3 qualitati\c 
anal\v> con~ludtd I nttrpnscb t h ~ ~  
appeared to h a  t a good pcrc~iced 
I~nhage in the mlndi ot t h ~  ~omlnunitb 
tended to icorc h ~ g h ~ r  I Ri \ \  than lht 
ones thdt H C ~ L  I L ~ S  l~nked 

For the fiill ttvt ot the qua lit at^ L 

analvsis see m w n  HC het orp~qudl htrn 

H - 4401 e than actual lmkqe  I /  u rmporfcmt to htne a Jfiong local 
per cepfzow of linkage, perhirps del eloped rhrough emrroilmentnl 
educutlon effor t s  



Measurmg Profitabil~ty As presented In 
the BCN Analyt~cal Framework 
(www BCNet org/learn~n~analvt~cal/app 
endC htm) each project team was asked 
to calculate a standard profit and loss 
(P&L) statement and balance sheet each 
year for each enterprlse T h ~ s  proved to be 
a d~fficult task for many project teams - 
desp~te our frequent encouragement and 
offers of techn~cal assistance we got 
complete data from only a few projects 
Furthermore owlng to the wrld 
fluctuat~ons In currency exchange rates 
caused by the As~an economlc crws ~t 
was very drfficult to convert these figures 
Into a common currency As a result we 
developed the followmg general rankmgs 
to compare projects based on the 
enterprlse s status 

No Revenues - Did not sell any 
product 

Some Sales Revenues - Made some 
monev from sales of product 

Varlable Costs - Covered the costs of 
producmg a unlt of output 

F m d  Costs - Covered the costs of 
producmg a unit of output plus ~ t s  
capital expend~tures 

Management and Monrtorzng Costs - 
Covered the above plus the costs of 
the people h~red to manage ~t and the 
costs of monitonng 

Opportunrly Cost of Capltal- 
Covered the above and pald a return 
on ~nvestment that IS at least equal to 
a safe ~nvestment 

An add~t~onal rnethodologlcal problem 
rnvolves defining the ~nterval over whlch 
you assess profitability Should ~t be the 
last year? The best year? An average over 
several years? To glve our enterprlses the 
benefit of the doubt we generally 

ranked them on thelr best year 

The Blodrvers~ty Conservatron Network 

Enterprise Profitab///ty & Sookkeepmg 
When talklng about an enterprise, the first quest~on that comes to most 
people's mind IS, "Is it profitable?" As we learned, however, definmg 
profitability IS not an easy task Strictly speaking, profits are simply 
defined as total revenues less total expenses As a practitioner, the 
challenge comes, however, In dec~dmg what specific line items your 
should include In your defin~tlon of revenues or expenses 

One important findmg was that most enterprlses had a very d~fficult time 
just trackmg financial data Despite substant~al input from BCN staff, 
few enterprises were able to keep even s~mple accounting books This 
seems to be due to a combrnat~on of NGO staff members not having the 
necessary business expertise and bemg too busy putt~ng out day-to-day 
fires to worry about keepmg good records 

As an example, the Reported Data column in the following table shows 
the budget sent to BCN by the CRATER MOUNTAIN, PNG (#15) project 
team for its research tourism enterprlse Although the enterprise had 
declining revenues over time, ~t seemed to be consistently profitable The 
Estimated True Costs column shows BCN7s estimates of the actual costs 
of the enterpr~se, adding the costs of the research station mfrastructure 
(depreciated over 10 years) and management costs Even though these 
estimates were made conservat~vely (using the low end of the range of 
poss~ble costs) the enterpr~se was consistently, in reality, losing money 

P&L Summary Statements for Wara Sera Research Station 
All values In PNG Klna a s  reported for that year 1995 data are for SIX 

months only 

REVENUES 
Total 

COSTS 
Var~able costs 
Futed costs 
Management costs 
TOTAL COSTS 

NET PROFIT 

The project shown in this example is typical of the BCN enterprises The 
table below shows the rankings that the project teams reported compared 
with the est~mated actual rankings that BCN staff calculated For the 37 
projects for whlch BCN was able to calculate estimated true cost figures, 
the bar graph on the next page shows the number of projects in each of 
our profitab~lity categories, using both the reported figures and BCN 
staff estlmates Based on this analys~s, it is clear that project teams are 
not accounting for all their costs, including, in particular, fixed 
infrastructure and management and monitoring costs 

ESTIMATED TRUE COSTS 

1995 1996 1997 YEAR 

REPORTED DATA 

1995 1996 1997 



Final Analytical Results 

Prof~tabd~ty Scale for BCN Enterpr~ses 

Reported Costs Estimated Costs 
Category (# of enterprises) (# of enterprises) 

No revenues 7 4 
Some revenues 7 3 
Variable costs covered 8 13 
Fixed costs covered 1 8 

Management costs covered 0 2 

Opportunity costs covered 22 7 
TOTAL 45 (3 missing) 37 (I 1 m~ssing) 

It IS perhaps not that surprising that many BCN projects were not able to 
cover 100% of their total true costs What is a bit surprising, however, is 
the number of busmesses that did not even cover their variable costs (7 in 
the table above and probably a good fraction of the 1 1 for which no data 
were available) The problem here IS that wlth a negatlve variable cost 
business, you lose money for every unit of output that you produce You 
can't make up the d~fference on volume This finding leads to the 
principle 

When we plotted enterprise accounting accuracy against profitability for 
the 28 enterprises for which BCN estimated true costs, we found that 
those enterprlses w~ th  more accurate bookkeepmg were significantly 
associated wlth h~gher profitabd~ty (n = 28, x2= 7 04,p = 0 008) 
D~v~ding projects into those that included a development organization in 
their alllance versus those that did not, we also found that the former 
were significantly associated with more accuracy in thelr reporting than 
the latter (n = 28, x2= 6 30,p = 0 012) These findings lead us to the 
prmciple 

Broadly speaking, although our quant~tative data do not show a 
significant association, we believe that conservation NGOs have a more 
d~fficult time implementing viable enterprlses than development-or~ented 
groups As discussed earlier, one of the limitations of the BCN sample of 
projects is that we d ~ d  not attract as many development NGOs and for- 
profit busmesses as we would have llked We therefore propose the 
hypothesis 

H - r f  L OM er mtior? gt oups u unt to use ua enterprise-bused str~11eg-p 
ihe> ~hould L olluborute 14 rth gs oupr that have evperzence dorng 
el? f erprrses 

= reported 1 = estlrnated true 

Degree of Profitablllty 

Enterprise Accountmg Accuracy (%) 

An Obv~ous Pr~nclple? Thls statement 
m~ght seem tr~vial but In fact, as 
discussed at a workshop In Papua New 
Gulnea, the majorlty of the projects had 
difficulty recrultmg and then keepmg 
people wlth the requlred bookkeepmg and 
accounting skllls Qualified people were 
often lured away by higher salanes m the 
private sector 

Challenges In Collaborat~on But see 
p 36 for a d~scusslon of the challenges 
mherent In collaboratmg wlth one or more 
other groups 



Measur~ng Enterpr~se Success As 
presented In the BCN Analytical 
Framework (www BCNet org/learn~nrzl 
analvt~cal/apvendC htm) we measured 
enterprise success by hav~ng key 
mformants (BCN program officers often 
in conjunction wlth project team 
members) rank thew perceptions of the 
enterprlse s viablllty three years Into the 
future Rankmgs used a five-pomt scale 
ranglng from ( 1 )  very l~ttle chance that 
the enterprise will survive to (5) the 
enterprlse will survlve and would be a 
good Investment barring any major 
unforeseen catastrophe 

Qu llltntne 4 n  I I ) ~  t3C 'c \ qunli ld~\e 
ma1,>1~ concluded [ h ~ r ~  ~pp~11. l  lo b~ 
no rcILit~onshlp bctwccn c n ~ t i p  lie 
plofitahllit\. and Lonw\~itlon out corn^ 

I l o w \ c r  piofltdb~lii\ ~lloiic 15 100 w n p l ~  
a id  c~ude  J nirdwre U e v ~ t  JL\  l\e 1 

b e n ~ l  def I I I I ~ I O I I  of LoniCn 'ttion iucce\. 
t l u t  Iool\\ lo the luluie 

Enterprise Success (1 5) 

Qunl~t l t ive h a l v s ~ s  BCU s qualltatnt 
mnlq i ~ s  concluded I nking ~ n t o  dccount 
the jact that rno5t ot the projccn in the 
two groups with ~ I I L  g r t n t ~ d  Lonbrl~ dtion 
'~UCCLFI \ w e  or w~l l  b~ tinar~cl~Il\ 

~ucces\Lul f~nnnc~dl \ULCL\S I \  n ~ i l h t r  
nec,es>dry nor  wtfic~ent but ~t ma\ ha>e 
w ~ a k  assouatlon to conservat~o~l b\ 
catdlvmg other more Important fdctor\ 
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Enkerpr~se Success 
Srnce profitabrlity turned out to be drfficult to accurately assess we also 
looked qualrtatively at overall enterprtse success Thrs future enterprlse 
success rankrng assessed the lrkelrhood that an enterprlse would be 
v~able over the medlum-term (defined as the next three years) As can be 
seen In the bar graph below there was a wlde range of potentral 
successes with four enterprises seen as having very lmle chance and six 
berng seen as very lrkely;o succeed 

14 1 

Enterpr~se Success (1 5) 
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Enterpr~se Costs Covered (%) 

When we plot profitability (measured as the percentage of total 
enterprise costs covered for the 29 enterpr~ses for which we have detailed 
data) against our enterprise success ranking, we expected a posltive 
correlat~on as shown by the dashed line We found, however, that there 1s 
no assoclation between the two variables (n = 29, X2 = 1 09,p  = 0 296) 
As a result, we have to choose one of these variables to be our primary 
measure of enterprrse success We have selected the ranklng because we 
have a measurement for all 48 enterprises In our sample and because 
despite its quahtative nature, we feel it more accurately captures the 
enterpr1se7s prospects 

The BCN Core Hypothesis states that there must be a viable enterprise 
And, as shown in the scatterplot m the sidebar, when we plot the Threat 
Reduction Index in relatron to enterprise success, we find that there is 
general correlatron between the two, which supports our predictron, as 
represented by the dashed lrne There is a weakly significant positrve 
assoclation between the two variables (n = 39, x2 = 3 09, p = 0 079) Thrs 
result shows that, overall, projects that had more successful enterprises 
also had more conservation success 

Nonetheless, given the overall mixed success among the BCN 
enterprises, we might ask whether the three years of BCN fundrng IS too 
short a time to assess viability srnce most enterprrses need some start-up 
trme The graph in the sidebar on the next page plots enterprlse 
profitabrllty agarnst the length of time the enterprise has existed, 
regardless of the perrod of BCN funding When we dlvide the enterprises 
into those that have only existed a short trme versus those that have 
existed a longer time, there is a significant association with regard to 
enterprise success (n = 48, X 2  = 6 94,p  = 0 008) Gwen that most of the 
BCN businesses have only been around for three years or less, we may 
not want to read too much rnto these data They do at least indicate, 
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however, that while ~t is certainly Important to glve businesses suffic~ent 
time to develop, some successful busmesses can be developed In a short- 
term tlme frame 

Another questlon 1s whether some types of businesses are more 
profitable than others Broadly speaking, the enterprlses In the BCN 
portfolio can be dlv~ded Into product harvesting businesses (for example, 
harvesting rattan, cuttlng t~mber, or mak~ng handicrafts) and service 
or~ented busmesses (for example, ecotourlsm, or sclentlfic research) The 
following table shows the average profitabhty for each type of buslness 
It shows that at least based on our sample, the servlce businesses were 
more profitable, but also had much greater variation at least in terms of 
the percentage of costs met 

Enterprlse Prof~tablllty and Success by Enterprlse Type 

% Costs Met Success Rank 
avg + sd n avg + sd n Example 

All Enterprises 50 5 f 61 5 29 3 1 f 1 3 48 - 
Products 467*347 19 29f1 3 29 Rattan(M3) 
Services 577k964 10 33*14 19 Ecotour1sm(#4) 

For the Success Rank Mann Whitney U = 235 50 p = 0 3991 

Enterprlse Success and Degree of Value Added 

Enterprise I Low H ~ g h  I Totals 

Some value-added 1 8 4 1 12 

TY pe I Success Success 
Minimal value-added I 3 4 

Fmally, small buslness theory also holds that ~t IS Important to move up 
the value-added cham - in effect, performing more of the steps in the 
enterprrse chain As shown In the next table, we divided our enterprises 
into those that do little value-added processmg, those do some value- 
added, and those that market final products to the retaller or end-user 
Although the small sample slze precludes statist~cal analysis, we found 
that there appears to be no relationsh~p between the amount of processmg 
and enterprise success These findmg taken together lead to the prmc~ple 

7 

Fmal product 
Totals 

Finally, as outllned In the sidebar, an Important caveat to the BCN results 
IS that we only gave grants and not loans This leads to the hypothesis 

O J . . . . . . .  
, 

0  5  10 15 20 25 30 35 
Length of Busmess (yrs) 

15 14 
26 22 

Grants versus Loans In look~ng at our 
overall sample of businesses me need to 
ask the question why BCN attracted so 
few entrepreneurs into our portfol~o In 
reality we were not testlng the question 
Can enterprises lead to conservation? 

so much as we were asklng the question 
Can non-profit organizations use an 

enterprise-based strategy for 
conservation? 

29 
48 

One reason for the limited number of 
entrepreneurs may be that owing to 
constraints imposed by USAID BCN 
could only provide grant funds and not 
loans Furthermore these grants could 
only be given to registered non profit 
groups The generous grants may 
ironically have attracted groups who were 
not experienced in enterprlses but could 
wnte good conservation proposals 

# - BCY ttpe enierprrses $1 zI1 he nror e tmble rf /he) w e  set tp wzrl? a 
u?rvfrrre of partis and loam 



Measuring Enterprlse Ownership and 
Management AS presented in the BCN 
Analytical Framework (www BCNet orq 
/leaming/analyt~cal/appendC htm) we 
defined owners as those ~ndividuals 
holding equlty In the enterprise and 
having the right to vote for board 
members h ~ r e  and fire management set 
major po l~c~es  and sell the~r  equlty We 
defined managers as the people who make 
day-to day decis~ons about how the 
enterprlse operates In both cases we 
used a 10 polnt scale to assess the degree 
of local ownership and management of 
the enterprise ranglng from (0) no local 
participation to (9) complete local 
participation In both cases we had to 
carefully define which sectlon of the 
overall enterprise cham we considered 
to be the busmess 

Degree of Local Ownersh~p (0 9) 

Degree of Local Management (0 9) 
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Enterpr~se Ownershp and Management 
In developing an enterprise, you also have to ask who should own the 
bus1ness7 Should the enterprlse be owned by all the members in the 
commun1ty7 By only a few members In the community7 By some 
outslde holdmg company or NGO7 A second key questlon 1s who should 
manage the day-to-day operat~ons of the busmess7 Should the 
community members be tramed to manage it9 Or should an outs~de 
manager be brought in7 

The different types of ownership structures across the BCN portfoho are 
shown In the first table below There 1s no one structure that seems best 
In all situations Indeed, most projects had a combmation of tndividual 
and jolnt ownership In a "hub and spoke" system In wh~ch lndrvlduals 
contr~buted the~r products or serwces to a central production or 
marketing unit The key was to find a structure w ~ t h ~ n  the context of 
cultural and economlc constramts that prov~des lncentlves for people to 
do the work necessary to make the enterpr~se function In addit~on to 
ownership, we cons~dered the degrees of community partic~pat~on in 
enterprlse management, as shown m the next table 

Types of Ownersh~p Structure for 48 BCN Enterprlses 

Category # Ents Example (Enterprise and S~te) 

Public corporation 

Prlvate lim~ted 12 Ecotlmber EAST NEW BRITAIN PNG (#I 7) 
Prlvate partnership 12 Butterfly farmlng LORE LINDU INDONESIA (#9) 
Sole proprietorship 6 Cornmun~ty ecotour~sm SIKKIM INDIA (#4) 
Cooperative 6 Fruits & honey BILGIRI RANGAN HILLS INDIA (#5) 
Communal 12 Sclentlfic tourlsm CRATER MOUNTAIN PNG (#I 5) 

Degree of Local Management of 48 BCN Enterprises 
OM = Outslde Manager Comm = Community 

Rank~ng # Ents Example (Enterprrse and S~te) 

0-1 OM only 2 Whltewater raftmg LORE LINDU INDONESIA (#9) 

2-3 OM consults Comm 6 Research station LAKEKAMU BASIN PNG (#16) 

4-5 Comm works wl OM 12 Essential 011 production HUMLA NEPAL (#I) 

6-7 Comm wl OM s adv~ce 19 NTFP hawestlng PALAWAN PHILIPPINES (#I 3) 

8-9 Comm only 9 Fishlng PADAIDO ISLANDS INDONESIA (#I 1) 

As shown by the dashed lines In the two top d~agrams m the sidebar, our 
workmg sub-hypotheses were that an increase m both local ownersh~p 
and management should result In an Increase m conservation success 
And indeed, when we plotted both degree of local ownership and 
management agalnst our Threat Reduction Index, we found a sign~ficant 
posltive association for both ownership (n = 38, x2 = 6 76, 
p = 0 009) and management (n = 39, x2 = 4 509,p = 0 034) Since, as 
shown In the third graph, there 1s also a slgn~ficant association between 
the degree of local ownership and the degree of local management 

Degree of Local Management (0 9) 
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(n = 38, x = 9 73, p = 0 002), we should not treat these as separate 
results Nonetheless, at a minimum, these results seem to argue for the 
principle 

We also pred~cted 1) that local management would lead to a less 
successful enterprise because local people might not have the necessary 
skills, and 2) more specifically, that for complex enterprises, an increase 
In local management would be assoc~ated with a decrease in enterprise 
success (L~ne A), whereas simple enterprises would show no effect (Lme 
B) With regard to the first of these predictions, we found, contrary to 
what we expected, that there was a strong association between the degree 
of local management and enterprise success (n = 48, x2 = 5 38, p = 

0 020) W~th regard to the second prediction, we obtained no sign~ficant 
results, perhaps due to our small sample size 

When, however, we divide enterprises into complex ones and simple 
ones and look at the association wtth the degree of local management as 
shown tn the table on the right, we find a significant inverse association, 
mdicattng that projects brought in outside managers for the more 
complex enterprises Furthermore, when we look at the association 
between complexity and enterprise success as shown in the table on the 
left, we find a s~gn~ficant positwe association, indicat~ng that complex 
enterprlses are less likely to be successful These findings perhaps 
explain the contradiction observed above, since outsiders tended to 
manage complex enterprises, which overall had less success than slmple 
ones managed by locals Taken together, these results support the 
principle 

Degree of Local Management (0 9) 

Measuring Complexity As presented in 
the BCN Analytical Framework 
(www BCNet ordIearnindanalyt~caVapp 
endC htm) we defined enterprise 
complexity using a five point scale based 
on the type of technology being used and 
the number of steps m the production 
process Rankings ranged from ( I )  s~mple 
enterpnses with few value added steps 
simple existing technology and few 
employees to (5) complex enterprises 
with many steps sophisticated 
introduced technology and many 
employees in general simple enterpnses 
made use of skrlls that local people 
already had Examples of slmple 
enterpnses included harvesting trmber at 
EAST NEW BRITAIN PNG (# 17) or honev 
at LORE LINDU INDONESIA (#9) 
Examples of complex businesses included 
running a research station at LAKEKAMU 
BASIN PNG (# 16) or dive tourism 
enterprise at PADAIDO ISLANDS 
INDONESIA (# 1 1) 

Enterpr~se Enterpr~se Complexity 
Management Slmple Complex Totals Success 
Outs~ders 11 12 23 
Community 21 4 25 
Totals 32 16 48 Totals 32 16 48 

F~nally, we can look at the relationship between 
complexity and the value-added chain d~scussed Enterprise Enterprise Complex~ty 

in the previous section Interestmgly, both simple 
and complex enterprises sold final products Some value-added 
These figures are, however, affected by the large 
number of tourism busmesses that, by definition, Totals 32 16 
sold their "product" directly to the consumer n=48,X2=~722 p=O697 
Overall, these findings Indicate that slmple 
enterprlses can still move up the value-added 
chain using appropriate technolog~es 



Measur~ng Market Demand and 
Loglst~cs As presented In the BCN 
Analyt~cal Framework (www BCNet org 
/leam~ng/analyt~cal/appendC htm) we 
used a ten pomt scale to rank the degree 
to wh~ch there was ex~stlng market 
demand for the product or servlce ranging 
from (0) no market demand to (9) 
established competltlve market 

To look at the log~stlcs mvolved In 
gettlng products to market we counted 
the number of days ~t took to get a 
sh~pment from the product~on slte to the 
next polnt along the value cham We also 
est~mated the percentage of the final cost 
of the product or servlce that t h ~ s  
transport enta~led Both these measures 
were hard to apply In a cons~stent and 
meanmgful way Fmally we used a five- 
pomt scale to assess the per~shablhty of 
the product or servlce and a five pomt 
scale to assess the potential green market 

Establ~shrnent of Market (0 9) 

Is There a Market3 Although t h ~ s  
prmciple may seem trlvlal many projects 
seemed to ignore thls point Even ~f 
violating this principle does not cause the 
busmess to fall it can create false 
expectations among communlty members 
A classlc example can be found In the 
MAIURA SOLOMON ISLANDS (# 19) oil-nut 
enterprlse in which the enterprlse early on 
paid communlty members a high pnce per 
kg of raw nuts After the managers 
reallzed they were prlclng themselves out 
of the market they had to reduce the prlce 
they offered for nuts This caused 
susplclon among cornmunlty members 
who felt they were now bemg cheated 
(BCN 1999, p 204) 
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En ferpnse Marketing and L ogls tics 
In establishing a new enterprise, one of the most important decis~ons the 
managers will have to make is to decide to wh~ch market they wdl sell 
thew products In particular, IS ~t better to produce products for wh~ch 
there 1s an evlsting market and substantial compet~t~on? Or is ~t better to 
enter new markets for wh~ch there is M e  compet~tton?The enterprtse 
must also cons~der the log~stics involved In reachmg the market Does it 
matter if the market is far away? If the product 1s perishable' Finally, the 
enterprlse needs to consider whether it 1s worthy try~ng to reach an 
~nternational market or to tap Into the "green market " 

Our first set of analyses looks at the relationsh~p between enterprise 
success and the existence of the market Our worklng sub-hypothes~s IS 

shown by the dashed line In the graph in the s~debar We expected an 
inverted-U shaped curve in which enterprtse success IS reduced at low 
levels of market estabhshment, Increases at moderate levels, and is then 
reduced again as the market becomes more compet~twe Although ~t is 
dtfficult to stattst~cally test an inverted-U shaped curve, based on these 
data and our qual~tat~ve analys~s, the followmg pr~nclple emerges 

Project teams often made a number of assumpt~ons about marketing that 
proved to be problemat~c One of these assumpt~ons was that markettng 
was of less tmportance than getting the bas~c enterprlse production 
systems in place The problems w ~ t h  this "If we bu~ld ~ t ,  they w ~ l l  come" 
belief are perhaps best ~llustrated by the LAKEKAMU BASIN, PNG (# 16) 
research tourlsm business In wh~ch substantial money was Invested In 
budding research facilities only to see no one show up Sim~larly, the 
MAKIRA, SOLOMON ISLANDS (#19) project spent considerable effort 
trylng to develop nga l~  nut 011 product~on processes w~thout first 
determining whether there was a market for the 011 Thls leads us to the 
princ~ple 

Another common assumpt~on had to do wtth overlooking the dtficulties 
In physically transporting products from the project site to the market or, 
in the case of tourism, tourists to the project slte We found no 
assoctation between the d~stance to market and the success of the 
enterprise (n = 48, X2 = 0 109, p = 0 7409) T h ~ s  may be due to the fact 
we had a very difficult time m quantifjmg this measurement Certainly, 
talkmg to enterpr~se managers revealed that transport from remote 
project s~ tes  was often problemat~c and, In some cases, a major l~m~tation 
on the enterprise 
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Another logistical concern is the per~shabd~ty of the product Overall, the 
degree of perlshabtllty had no stgnlficant association wtth enterprlse 
success (n = 48, X2 = 0 099,p = 0 753) However, ~f we split the 
enterprises into products and servlces we see that only one product with 
a per~shab~lity rankmg of greater than three was successful This 
except~on was the PADAIDO ISLANDS INDONESIA (#I 1) fisheries 
enterprise that was located only a short d~stance from ~ t s  market By 
contrast, the ARNAVON, SOLOMON ISLANDS (# 18) fisheries enterprise 
was a much more typlcal example, where profitability suffered as a result 
of havmg problems gettmg fish to market before they spolled These and 
other examples lead to the principle 

Another common assumption IS that enterprtses can easily reach a 
sophisticated global market In real~ty, t h ~ s  proved quite difficult to do 
The five projects whose enterprises were able to reach a global market 
(Projects #2, #8, #l 1, #15,and #20) are tnstructlve in that, except for #8, 
they are selling a world-class product avadable in few other places For 
euample, two blrdw~ng butterfly specles be~ng sold by ARFAK 
MOUNTAINS, INDONESIA (# 10) are avadable nowhere else By contrast, 
the rattan from PALAWAN PHILIPPINES (#13) must compete wtth rattan 
from everywhere else In Asia S~m~larly,  thousands of tourists come to 
ROYAL CHITWAN NATIONAL PARK, NEPAL (#2), whtch IS perhaps the 
only place In the world where they can ride elephants across the 
savannah and see endangered rhinos and tlgers w ~ t h  an 8,000 meter 
mountam in the background These find~ngs lead to the principle 

Although our data d ~ d  not show a significant correlation between 
enterprlse success and local versus ~nternatlonal markets, we believe that 
most enterprises wtthout a unique, world-class product should focus on 
domestic markets, at least in the first few years S~milarly, there has been 
a great deal of hype about "green markets" enabling enterprises to charge 
a "price premium" for eco-friendly products and services If, however, 
we plot our ranking of green market potentla1 against enterprise success, 
we see no association, whtch IS confirmed by our statistical test (n = 48, 
X2 = 0 715, p = 0 3978) Although ~t needs further testing, these findmgs 
suggest a hypothes~s 
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Keep It Llght Although we dld not 
explicitly test 16 In general ~t makes more 
sense to market light-we@, h ~ g h  value 
products llke butterflies as opposed to 
heavler commodltles hke resln 

Demands of the International Market 
SANGGAU INDONESIA (#8) IS an exception 
to thls trend because of ~ t s  good busmess 
skills Thelr story In BCN 1999 provldes 
an interesting example of the dlfficultles 
In meetlng international market quallty 
standards Among other thlngs thev 
descrlbe Japanese wholesalers rubbing 
wool cloths on the enterprlse s rattan 
handbags to see ~f the ueave was uneven 

Targeting a Local Market In a few 
other cases successful enterprises 
developed natlonal market share through 
creatlve marketing KALAHAN 
PHILIPPINES (# 14) sold its jams and jelhes 
m Manila as an organlc product Sales 
were enhanced with the development of a 
professional-looking label Llkewlse 
GARHWAL INDIA (#3) was able to market 
~ t s  honey to relig~ous pdgrlms by 
emphaslzmg ~ t s  source from the holy 
headwaters of the Ganges Rlver 
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Measurlng Cash Benefits As presented 
In the BCN Analytical Framework 
(www BCNet orR/learn~n~/analvtlcal/ap~ 
endC htm) there are four variables that 
relate to cash benefits 

D~strzbutron of Cash Benefits - 
Percentage of total stakeholder 
households recelvlng benefits In the 
diagram 33% of the stakeholders are 
recelvlng benefits We estlmated the 
speclfic percentage of stakeholder 
households recelvlng a threshold level of 
cash benefits for each slte each year 
Absolute Amount ofcash Benefits - 
Amount of money received by average 
household In the dlagram the 33% of 
stakeholders recelvlng benefits recelve an 
average of $135 each T h ~ s  average thus 
does not mclude the 67% of stakeholders 
recelvlng no benefits We estlmated t h ~ s  
average for each household recelvlng 
benefits each year 

Relatzve Amount of Cash Benefits - It is 
dtfficult to compare the absolute level of 
cash benefits across projects over tlme 
smce thls would requlre correcting for 
changes In the value of money over tlme 
(d~scount rates) fluctuatlng currencies 

(FX rates), and relat~ve purchasing power 
(PPP Ind~ces) To avo~d these 
conversions we transformed absolute 
cash benefit values Into relatlve values by 
expressing cash benefits as a percentage 
of household Income 

Varrabrllty ofcash Benefits - Var~ance In 
the amount of benefits received by 
average household In the diagram the 
standard devlat~on In the average benefit 
IS $53 We ln~tlally tned to calculate 
standard dev~at~ons for each slte but 
ended up havlng to use a quahtatlve 
ranking (calculatmg thls factor requires 
spec& household data whereas 
calculating the average benefit does not) 
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3 3 Benef~t Factors 
The second cond~t~on  of the BCN Core Hypothes~s states that the 
enterprlse must generate benefits for the stakeholders in the b~odlversity 

Cash Benef/fs 

Once your enterprlse beglns paylng some wages and generat~ng some 
profits, as a manager you are faced with the question of how to d~str~bute 
t h ~ s  money To make conservatlon happen, should you try to ensure that 
everyone In the vlllage gets an equal but small share of these funds? Or 
should you give larger shares to a few key ~ndiv~duals' Or should you 
not Intervene so that wages and profits only go to the busmess's 
employees and owners? Or, should you encourage the village to pool 
the~r  earnlngs In a trust fund, or to budd a new school and health cllnlc? 

Our first set of analyses looks at the percentage of stakeholders recelvlng 
benefits Our workmg sub-hypothesis was that the greater the percentage 
of stakeholders receiving benefits, the greater the likel~hood conservation 
will occur, as shown by the dashed line in the graph on the left 
However, our data show no associat~on between the two variables (n = 

3 7, X2 = 0 0 1, p = 0 942) Furthermore, most of the projects with high 
levels of conservation (colored c~rcles) are clustered in the area of low 
cash benefit contr~bution 

0 10 2030 40 50 60 70 8090100 0 40 80 120 160 200 240 
D~stributron of Cash Benefits (%) Contnbutron to HH income (%) 

A related sub-hypothesis was that there should be a dlrect correlat~on 
between the relatwe cash contr~bution the average household receives 
and conservatlon success, as shown by the dashed line ~n the graph on 
the rrght Here again, the two variables show no association (n = 35, X2 = 
0 35,p = 0 557) And In thls case, all projects wlth high levels of 
conservatlon are clustered In the area of a low percentage of household 
Income Both these results directly refute at least part of the BCN Core 
Hypothes~s, leading to the unexpected principle 
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An alternative explanation of cases with h ~ g h  conservat~on and low cash 
benefits might be that local stakeholders are mak~ng current conservation 
dec~sions based on evpectatlons of future cash benefits When we 
cons~der these cases, however, we find that most communit~es are 
focused on the present One example is VERATA VILLAGES, FIJI (#20) 
where stakeholders could potent~ally benefit from large payments if a 
successful pharmaceut~cal compound IS developed from their marine 
resources However even here, ~t seems local people were making 
dec~sions based on the short-term cash and non-cash benefits they were 
receiving, and not the long-term possibilit~es 

Another factor that could influence conservation success is the 
variab~lity in cash benefits received by each household T h ~ s  factor 
proved to be very difficult to measure and based on our rankmg 
data We found no association between the var~ables (n = 38, X2 = 
0 00, p > 0 999) However, we can also analyze this factor by 
looking at the types of benefit d ~ s t r ~ b u t ~ o n  systems, as shown In the 
table In the sidebar 

Most of our projects (1  6 out of 20) distributed benefits d~rectly to the 
people part~c~pating In the enterprise A major advantage of t h ~ s  
distribut~on system was that it provided an Incentive to indiv~duals to do 
the work that the enterprlse requires Under the other distribution system 
there were ~ncent~ves for ~ndiv~duals to "free-ride" and not do as much 
work A potentla1 flaw In d~stributing cash benefits directly to those 
participat~ng in the enterprise IS that these ~ndividuals are not necessarily 
the ones either causlng internal threats to biodiversity or with the abil~ty 
to stop external threats to biodivers~ty The former case is more likely to 
happen when the enterprlse is dommated by local e l~tes  and the Internal 
threats come from marginallzed people w~thin the commun~ty Although 
our data are not conclusive enough to generate a princ~ple, a working 
hypothesis that requlres more testing is 

Finally, another consideration m uslng cash benefits as lncentlves for 
conservat~on IS the "magnet effect " Over time, hlgh levels of cash 
benefits from an enterprise will probably attract outsiders to the project 
slte, thus lowering the amount of benefits per person and perhaps even 
puttlng more pressure on natural resources Although at t h ~ s  point we do 
not have the data to test this idea, conservation projects uslng enterpnse 
strategies may have to limit participation in their enterpr~ses to guard 
against this problem 

Frequency of Benefit D~s t r~buhon  Types 

D~str~but~on Type # of Exam- 
Projects ples 

Equal to all stakeholders I P #2 

To enterprlse part~clpants 16 P #9 

To enterprise owners 0 

To trad~t~onal leaders I P # 1 5  

Estabhsh communal fund 2 P #20 

Communal Benefits Although attractive 
In theory In practlce ~t can be d~fficult to 
d~strlbute benefits communally w~thout 
causmg jealousy or an~mos~ty between 
d~fferent fact~ons of the communlty At 
the BCN Melanes~a workshop the EAST 
NEW BRITAIN PNG (# 17) team told a 
story In wh~ch sawm~ll revenues were 
glven to the communlty to bu~ld a church 
The only problem was that half the 
commun~ty wanted to put the money into 
the Cathol~c Church wh~le the other half 
wanted ~t for the Seventh Day Advent~st 
Church 

Get t~ng  Benefits to Key Dec~s~on-  
Makers In many of the Melanesian 
projects land use decis~ons are made by 
clan elders who may not necessarily be 
~nvolved In the enterpr~se Project 
managers must dec~de between the 
modem system of d~str~butlng benefits 

to enterpnse partmpants versus the 
trad~t~onal system of allow~ng the elders 
to do ~t T h ~ s  cho~ce may depend on the 
degree to wh~ch resource use dec~sions 
made by the elders are respected by the 
communlty 
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Non-Cash Benefifs 
Measur~ng Non-Cash Benefits In addit~on to cash benefits d~rectly pald to ~nd~vlduals, enterprises can 
Quant~fyng non cash benefits IS more generate non-cash benefits For example, cash from an enterprlse could 
d~fficult than quant~fyng cash benefits 
As presented In the BCN Analyt~cal be pooled by the community to build a health care center or a road 
Framework (www BCNet ordlearn~nd Furthermore, other benefits might be an Increased sense of empowerment 
analyt~cal/aupendC htrn) we tdent~fied among local people or Improved env~ronmental cond~t~ons To what 
four types of non cash benefits degree are these important? Are they more ~mportant than cash benefits' 

Comrnunrty Projects funded by the 
enterprlse such as health care centers 
church bu~ld~ngs  or roads ( t h ~ s  
category potent~ally overlaps wtth 
cash-benefits) 

Socral Benefils such as better soctal 
organization or h~gher self esteem 

Envv-onmental Benefits such as 
eroslon control or watershed 
protection 

Aesthetrc Benefits such as 
preservat~on of spmtually important 
places and specles or recreation 

We then ranked the level of non-cash 
benefits bemg provided at each project 
slte on a 10 point scale ranglng from (0) 
no non cash benefits to (9) extenswe non- 
cash benefits 

Extent of Non Cash Benefits (0 9) 

Examples of Non-Cash Benefits A 
chart of the non cash benefits for each 
project can be found m BCN s formal 
qual~tat~ve analys~s wh~ch IS ava~lable at 
www BCNet ordqual htrn 

One example is PADAIDO ISLANDS 
INDONESIA ( # I  1) where local people took 
great pr~de In the fact that they developed 
the~r own busmesses mapped and 
momtored their own resources and 
enforced the~r own local po l~c~es  to stop 
threats to the coral reefs 

As shown by the dashed h e  In the diagram In the sidebar, our work~ng 
hypothes~s was that we would find a positwe assoclatlon between the 
amount of non-cash benefits and conservat~on Here, unhke for cash 
benefits, we found the expected srgn~ficant posltlve assoclatlon (n = 39, 
X 2  = 1 1 30, p = 0 001) mdicating a strong link between non-cash benefits 
and conservat~on success 

BCN's formal qualitatwe analysis found s ~ m ~ l a r  results, concluding 

All o t  the site3 mith high consenatloti  sucLess also h'~d subs tan t~d  r ~ o n  a s h  
benefits 

b 'Se\tral of th t  ltdst wccessful p l o j t ~ t ~  (In ttrn15 of conier~.dt ion)  problded 
n o n - ~ a i h  b t n ~ t i t s  to  the Lommunitt but w n c  did >o a5 c o l n p r t h ~ n s ~ \ ~ l >  ds 
t h t  most w c ~ e s 5 f u l  projects 

c Non-cdsh benefits are a necebsary but not w f t i c m t  c o n d ~ t ~ o n  to1 opt~nzdl 
consel vation 

cl t n t c r p n s t  financial wccess  IS not neccs\ar\ for conscnat lon or to pioduct 
non-cash benttits tor communltics 111 othe~ words subsldued Lntcrprlse 
dtvelopmtnt  accompanied b} ~ o m m u n l t b  dc\elopmcnt may fulfill t h ~ s  
ntLcssarv conclit~on of prov~cl~ng  non-cash bcnehts and t n t e l p n x  t inanc~al  
success IS one of  several methods that tnav be ut~llzed to attain non-~ash  
benefits to communities 

Both quantitative and qual~tat~ve findmgs seem to clearly support the 
principle 

Some of the most common non-cash benefits across BCN's project sites 
were a feel~ng of conceitedness to the "outs~de" world and a sense of 
empowerment, prlde and self-worth The enterprlses and projects enabled 
remote vlllages to psychologically become part of the global community 
on thew own terms This was a very powerful Incentwe for particlpat~on 
In both the enterprlses and the broader conservation projects Non-cash 
benefits also had the advantage of belng relatively easy to generate 
withm the relatively short three-year tlme frame 
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Thmg and Frequency of Benefits 
Another factor that m~ght  Influence the cho~ce of strategy you use IS the 
timlng of benefits Will stakeholders be wlll~ng to wait for long-term 
payoffs? Or do people need to see benefits up front? Also, do they want 
to recelve small amounts of cash benefits on a regular basis? Or larger 
sums on a more infrequent basis' 

One of our working hypotheses was that conservation would increase 
w ~ t h  a decrease in the interval people have to wait untd they receive their 
first benefit Another hypothesis is that there would be an Increase In 
conservatlon with an Increase In the frequency of benefits When we 
looked at the t~ming and frequency of both cash and non-cash benefits 
across our project sites, however, we found that they are very difficult to 
measure systematically This d~fficulty IS largely due to the fact that so 
much depends on how you define things For example, what const~tutes 
an Initla1 benefit' Should you measure the tlme until the first stakeholder 
is paid' Or until the average stakeholder is paid? Perhaps owing to these 
methodological difficulties, our data do not show any meaningful 
patterns, As presented In the graphs below There IS no association for 
either the timing (n = 38, X 2  = 0 96, p = 0 328) or for the frequency (n = 

39, x2 = 0 02,p  = 0 882) 

T~rnmg of Cash Benefits (mths) Frequency of Cash Benefits (molyr) 

Nonetheless, as illustrated m the sidebar, almost every project team 
reported that local community members get ~mpatient unless they see 
benefits in the short term Gwen this, even though our quantitative data 
are not conclusive, we feel comfortable stating the principle 

Other anecdotal evidence indicates that people may value large (and thus 
more infrequent) payments over smaller ones because it seems hke "real 
money " Here, however, there may be gender d~fferences where men 
prefer large but infrequent payments of cash, whereas women prefer 
smaller more frequent payments, as ~nd~cated by the story In the sidebar 

Measuring the T ~ m ~ n g  of Benefits AS 
presented In the BCN Analyt~cal 
Framework (www BCNet orp/learning/ 
analytlcaVappendC htm) timlng of cash 
and non-cash benefits 

Timzng of Benefits - Number of months 
from the start of the enterprlse until the 
first benefits are rece~ved (excludmg 
benefits pa~d  d~rectly by the project and 
not the enterprlse such as wages pa~d  to 
bu~ld an i n ~ t ~ a l  guesthouse) Note that in 
the future ~t m~ght be more accurate to 
measure this as number of months untd 
half the total benefits are paid 

Frequency ofBenefits - Number of 
months per year In wh~ch stakeholders 
recelve benefits 

Gettmg Benefits Up Front - For 
community members to partlclpate In 
conservatlon efforts they need to see cash 
and non-cash benefits fa~rly quickly For 
example legal and ~llegal loggers at 
GUNUNG PALUNG INDONESIA (#7) often 
s a ~ d  to projects staff that they would 
support the project only when they see 
tang~ble cash and non cash benefits Untd 
that tlme they were adamant that they 
would contlnue to harvest t~mber in the 
project area and nat~onal park (BCN 
1999b) L~kewse  the staff at G ~ A L  
INDIA (#3) report that when v~llagers 
harvested ther  first ever tasar stlkworm 
crop from oak leaves ~t was hke seelng 
IS bellevmg (BCN 1996 p 13) 

Cash Payments and Gender 
Differences The CRATER MOUNTAIN 
PNG (#15) team members found that 
households of one v~llage were gettmg a 
greater amount of money per year from 
makmg hand~crafts than from growlng 
coffee Nonetheless the men they talked 
to valued the money from the coffee more 
because ~t came In one lump sum when 
they sold their harvest whereas the 
handicraft money tr~ckled In over the 
year Women however hked the smaller 
more frequent payments 
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Measur~ng Stakeholder Organ~za t~on  
As presented In the BCN Analytical 
Framework (www BCNet orn/leamind 
analyt~calIappendC htm) stakeholder 
resource management groups can be 
categorized as 

lndrvrduals Actrng Wrthout 
Organizatron - There IS no formal 
group managing resources 

Tradrtronal Groups - There IS an 
exlstlng group based on trad~t~onal 
cultural practlces 

Modern Groups - There is a new group 
organized around an enterprise or other 
modem organlzat~onal structure 

Neo-Tradrtronal Groups - There IS a 
new group that has formed but ~t is 
modeled on trad~t~onal resource 
practlces or uses a rnlx of tradltlonal 
and modem systems 

We used a ten-point scale to rank the 
existence and effectiveness of the 
stakeholder group ranging from (0) no 
stakeholder group exlsts to (9) group 
meets regularly and has a h~story of 
takmg effectwe actlon However these 
rankmgs were d~fficult to apply 
consistently across projects 

We also trled to look at how 
representatwe the stakeholder group was 
of the stakeholder populat~on as a whole 
But this proved to be ~rnposs~ble to 
quant~fy in any effectwe manner We 
were able however to assess stakeholder 
populat~on homogenelty on a five-point 
scale from ( I )  many ethnic groups to (5) 
only one ethnic group 

Low / 
Weak Strong 

Stakeholder Group 
Strength 

BCN Stakeholder Study The full text of 
the BCN Stakeholder Study can be found 
in Mahonti et a1 (In Preparation) 

3 4 Stakeholder Factors 
The th~rd and last condlt~on of the BCN Core Hypothes~s states that there 
must be a commun~ty of stakeholders who have the capacity to counter 
the Internal and external threats to the biodivers~ty 

Stakeholder Group Organtratjon 
One of the key assumptions of the BCN Core Hypothes~s 1s that the 
stakeholders must be orgamzed to take action When settlng up a new 
project, the question becomes, should you as a project manager work 
with existlng community resource management groups that follow 
trad~tional dec~sion making practices? Or should you try to start new 
modem groups that m~ght be free of old confl~cts and issues? 

The d~fferent types of stakeholder groups are shown in the foilowmg 
table The b~odiversity at most of the sites In our sample was managed by 
either tradit~onal groups or a mlxture of tradit~onal systems and modem 
management structures The only s~tes  with no formal group were In 
Indonesia, where the resources are by law owned and managed by the 
government Indones~a also had the only sites where fully modem groups 
formed to manage resources owned by the state 

One lnterestlng point here 1s that In some projects with multiple sites 
there were d~fferent types of stakeholder groups For example, at 
GUNUNG HALIMUN, INDONESIA (#6), the two sites located w~thin the 
park were more modern, whereas the third s ~ t e  located outside the park 
was neo-traditional, In that decis~ons were made by a mlx of ~nd~genous 
leaders and elected offic~als 

Types of Stakeholder Groups for 39 BCN Project S~tes 
- -  - 

TY pe S Asla SE Asla Pac~fic Total Example 
lndlv~duals 3 3 G PALUNG I N D O  (#7) 
Trad~t~onal 3 1 11 15 GARHWAL I N D I A  (#3) 
Modern 4 4 SANGGAU I N D O  (#8) 
Neo-Trad 4 9 4 17 HUMLA NEPAL (#I) 
Total 7 17 15 39 

As shown by the dashed line In the graph, our working sub-hypothes~s 
was that conservat~on would Increase with an increase in the strength of 
the stakeholder group We also postulated a stmilar relationship between 
conservation and the representativeness of the group In both these cases, 
we had trouble applying our rankings in a consistent fashlon and no 
meaningful results emerged BCN staff also, however, conducted a more 
specific analysis of stakeholders focusing on four projects In thls 
analysis, we found that there IS a rich varlety of different types of 
stakeholder groups across the BCN portfolio of projects, mcluding 
variation within sites Project teams thus need to be aware of the 
dynamlcs of these groups 
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Sfakehofder Group Leadership 
One of the most important factors that can Influence the success of an 
organlzatlon is ~ t s  leadership But leadership can take many d~fferent 
forms In settmg up a project, is it better to work with a stakeholder 
group led by trad~t~onal leaders or by leaders who emerge from outslde 
the trad~t~onal cultural structure? Is ~t better to have one strong person 
who can be the leader? Or a group of people lead~ng collectively? And 
how can your group transfer leadership over tlme wlthout damag~ng the 
organizat~on? 

The d~fferent types of leadersh~p are shown in the following table The 
leaders at most sltes In our sample were elther tradltlonal leaders or 
people originally from the slte who, because of thelr acqu~red skdls and 
education, are becomrng recognized as leaders 

Tvpes of Stakeholder Group Leadersh~p for 39 BCN Project Sites 

TY pe S Asia SE Asla Pacific Total Example 
~ o m p l t  ou t  1 1 LORE LWU INDO (#9) 

Inside Out 2 1 3 KALAHAN Rm (# 14) 

Outslde In 2 9 2 13 NEW BMT PNG (# 1 7) 
Complt In 5 5 12 22 VERATA FUI (#20) 

Total 7 17  15 39 

As shown by the dashed lme In the scatterplot, our working sub- 
hypothesis was that an Increase In leadersh~p strength would lead to an 
increase in conservation We found that there IS, indeed, a signdicant 
assoc~ation between these two variables (n = 39, X 2  = 9 39,p = 0 002), 
wh~ch leads to the prlnc~ple 

This prlnc~ple mlght seem obvlous, but lmplementlng ~t ralses at least 
two interestmg issues for practitioners The first is whether the resource 
management group, the enterprise, and the project should all be led by 
the same ~ndlvlduals Anecdotal evidence indlcates that resource 
management groups benefit from having collect~ve leadership (often by 
traditional leaders), whereas the enterprises and projects seem to be most 
effectwe when led by one strong individual (often an outside-insider who 
might have more technical skills) 

The second Issue IS how to transfer leadership over time Many projects, 
enterprises and stakeholder groups encountered problems when a strong 
leader needed to be replaced Anecdotal evldence indlcates that where 
possible, project teams can help communities prepare for transltlons by 
finding mdlvlduals with natural leadership talent and over time helplng 
them develop complementary skills In doing so, however, projects need 
to be aware of potentlal pol~tical ramrfications 

Measuring Leadersh~p As presented In 
the BCN Analytical Framework 
(www BCNet or~leammdanalyt~callapp 
endC htm) leadership can be categorized 

Complete Outsrder - Leader has 
recently come from outslde A good 
example IS the leader of the group 
harvesting butterflies at LORE LINDU 
INDONESIA (#9) who recently mlgrated 
to Palolo Valley f?om Ball 

inszde Outsrder - An outs~der who over 
time has become an lnslder A good 
example 1s the leader of the KALAHAN 
PHILIPPINES (# 14) community an 
Amencan missionary who moved to 
the site m the 1960s 

Outsrde Insrder - An lns~de leader who 
has gamed hls or her positlon through 
contact wlth the outside world A good 
example IS the leader of the enterpnse 
at the Mu slte at the EAST NEW 
BRITAIN PNG (#17) project who went 
to trade school and IS now becommg a 
blg man m the cornmunlty through the 
enterpnse 

Complete insrder - A tradlt~onal leader 
Good examples are the leaders of 
VERATA VILLAGES Fm (#20) who are 
from the traditional ch~efly famlly 

In addltion to categonzmg the type of 
leadership we used a ten polnt scale to 
rank leadersh~p strength rangmg from (0) 
no leader to (9) very strong leader In cases 
it was difficult to separate out the 
stakeholder group from the project, whlch 
may have confused the rankmgs 

Degree of Local Leadership (0 9) 
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Measurmg Resource Control and 
Pol~cmg As presented In the BCN 
Analyt~cal Framework (www BCNet 
org/learnmdanaly t~cal/appendC htm) 
there are four types of resource control 

1 Open Access - No formal onnersh~p - 
access IS open to anyone 

2 Publ~c - Ownersh~p held by the state 

3 Communal - Ownersh~p held jomtly by 
members of the stakeholder group 

4 Private - Ownersh~p held by 
md~v~duals along clearly delineated 
boundar~es 

W ~ t h ~ n  these broad categories ownersh~p 
can be legal or de facto (meanmg In 
real~ty people manage and use resources 
w~thout legal t~tle) Furthermore In some 
cases d~fferent resources can be owned In 
d~fferent ways For example In PNG 
commumtles own land and surface 
resources whde sub-surface resources are 
the property of the state 

We used a ten pomt scale to rank the 
degree of local stakeholder access to 
resources ranging from (0) no access to (9) 
complete access We also assessed the 
legallty of the communltles cla~m to 
resources on a separate five pomt scale 
rangmg from (1) ~llegal to (3) 
const~tut~onally guaranteed 

We looked at the communitles ab~llty to 
pol~ce resource use rghts on a ten-pomt 
scale rangmg eom (0) group takes no 
actlon agamst v~olat~ons of resource use 
rules to (9) group takes strong act~on 
agamst all v~olatlons We also measured 
the source of the threats d w d ~ n g  them Into 
those that were pnmar~ly from mtemal 
stakeholders and those that were from 
external sources 

0 Non Mealanes~a 0 Melanes~a 

loo "1 @ ,' 
90 , 

Resource Con fro/ and Poi~cing 

A key question in any resource management system IS who has the r~ght 
to access resources There 1s a large body of l~terature argulng that 
people are far more l~kely to conserve resources that they own and that, ~f 
ownership is not specified, then a "tragedy of the commons" occurs But 
does ownersh~p necessarily lead to more conservat~on? And even  fa 
project works with people who techn~cally own the resources, IS t h ~ s  
ownership meanmgful ~f they cannot enforce thelr rights? 

The d~fferent types of resource ownership are shown In the table below 
Legal ownership IS cons~stent with~n regions In Melanes~a there is only 
communal ownership In Nepal, ownersh~p is communal slnce the state 
transferred resource rights to local communltles In India, however, these 
rights are still technically held by the state, although under jomt forest 
management local people are gaining more r~ghts In Indones~a, all 
resources are legally owned by the state, though In several cases 
commun~tres have defacto control and In other cases ~t seems to be more 
open access Finally, In the Ph~l~ppines, the government is in the process 
of transferring resource rights to ind~genous communitles, although In 
some sltes t h ~ s  has led to open access cond~t~ons In the short term 

Types of Resource Ownersh~p for 39 BCN Project S~tes 
Where two numbers are shown the first IS legal and the second de facto 

TY pe S Asla SE Asla Pac~fic Total Example 
Open Access  - 1 4 14 G PALUNG I N D O  (#7) 
P u b l ~ c  3 1 1  15 1418 SIKKIM  INDIA(#^) 

Communal 4 6 / 8 15 25 128 MAKIRA SI (#19) 

I 
Prlvate I - - 1 -  - 
Total 7 17 15 39 

As shown by the dashed line in the graph In the s~debar, our sub- 
hypothesls was that an Increase In local resource ownership would lead 
to an Increase In conservatlon success When we looked at this 

I 
relationship, we found no slgnlficant association (n = 39, X2 = 0 63 ,p  = 
0 429) The lack of any significant associat~on between degree of local 
resource ownership and conservation seems to counter the conventional 

I 
wisdom Indeed, ~f we look at the countries In South and Southeast Asia 
(the white dots In the graph m the s~debar), the broader conservatlon 
community IS trymg to help local and mdigenous communities obtain 

I 
resource tenure rights as a means of promoting conservation These 
efforts include Jomt Forest Management In India and Nepal, Cert~ficates 
of Ancestral Domain Cla~m in the Phllrppmes, and commun~ty forestry 

B 
in Indonesia If, however, we look at the situation in Melanesia (the 
black dots), we find that many local groups have constitutionally 
guaranteed tenure rights Despite their strong tenure nghts, there IS a real 

I 
range In conservation success Coupled wlth the results of our qualitative 
analysis described in the s~debar on the next page, these results support 
the prlnctple 

I 
Local Resource Ownersh~p (0 9) 
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Given this principle In cases where obtamng tenure is a difficult, long- 
term process, it may make sense for projects to focus on helping 
communities obtain intermediate levels of access to resources For 
example, at LORE LINDU INDONESIA (#9) the project was able to help 
communlty members get exclusive permlts to harvest wold honey from 
withln the Park These Incremental steps toward greater resource access 
were some of the most important non-cash benefits the projects 
generated 

Our second sub-hypothes~s was that an Increase in local policing ability 
would lead to an Increase in conservation success Here, we found a 
significant association (n = 39, X2 = 1 1 35, p = 0 00 1) This finding may 
be an artifact of the way in which we measured conservation success in 
terms of reducing threats Nonetheless, ~t indicates that whde local 
people might not need full legal title to resources, they do need to be able 
to protect the resources they are using, leading to the principle 

As discussed on page 15, we can divide threats into internal threats 
caused by local stakeholders themselves, and external threats caused by 
outsiders A given stakeholder group mlght be good at stopping internal 
threats but not external ones, or vice versa The two graphs show the 
relationship between our Threat Reduction Index and our rankings of the 
groups' ability to counter external and internal threats, respect~vely For 
both types of threats, we found significant positive associations (external 
n = 38, X2 = 10 56, p = 0 00 1, internal n = 39, X2 = 4 36, p = 0 036) 

Wlth internal threats, the challenge is to get your neighbors to adhere to 
rules that have been collect~vely established Enforcement of these rules 
thus often gets tangled up in complex community and family 
relationships With external threats, the challenge is to have suffic~ent 
authority to stop outsiders from violating the rules The communit~es 
must either have the authority themselves, or be able to collaborate with 
government entltles that do Initially, community members might be 
intimidated by influential outsiders trying to access their resources 
Ultimately, however, once their authority has been establ~shed, it seems 
generally easier for communities to un~te against external threats Th~s  
observat~on is reflected in the fact that projects facmg primarily external 
threats had a significantly higher TRA ranking than projects facing 
primarily internal threats (see page 15) These findings lead to the 
princ~ple 
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D~fficultles In Internal P o l ~ c ~ n g  The 
CRATER MOUNTA~N PNG (# 15) project 
team wrltes It becomes hard for 
communlty members to take a stand m a 
declslon ruling agamst a relatlve because 
then his clan members will not stand by 
hlm In times when he IS in trouble (BCN 
1999 p 148) 



Measurmg Stakeholder Homogene~ty 
As presented In the BCN Analytical 
Framework (www BCNet ordleamrnd 
analytlcal1appendC htm) we lnltlally 
focused on how well the stakeholder 
group represented the broader population 
of stakeholders at the slte Categorres that 
we considered mcluded gender ethnrcrty 
age rehglon caste and economlc status 

T h ~ s  measurement proved to be almost 
mposstble to quantlfy Considermg only 
ethnrclty rehglon and caste we were 
however able to use a five-pomt scale to 
rank the degree of local stakeholder 
homogenelty ranglng from (1)  many 
dlfferent sub-groups to (5) no sub-groups 

Problems w ~ t h  E t h n ~ c  Heterogene~ty 
The GUNUNG PALUNG INDONESIA (#7) 
project team IS convinced that one 
obstacle to starting the timber harvestmg 
busmess was the communrties' ethnic 
heterogeneity The site IS composed of 
relatively recent ethnlc Malay Balinese 
Javanese and Chlnese mlgrants each wlth 
d~fferent patterns of resource use (BCN 
1999b) 

The B~od~verslty Consen/at~on Network 

Stakeholder Homogeneity 
Although local communities are often v~ewed as homogeneous entities, 
in real~ty they are typically composed of many d~fferent fact~ons In 
using an enterprise strategy for conservatlon, 1s it better to try to bring 
different fact~ons together to work on a s~ngle enterprlse, or 1s ~t better to 
set up separate busmesses for each of the fact~ons? 

D~v~s ions  among stakeholder groups vary from site to s ~ t e  and across 
cultures For example, in South Asia most of our sites had members from 
d~fferent castes, each of wh~ch used resources m different ways In 
Southeast Asla, there were dlv~sions between wealthy and poor village 
members as well as between lnd~genous peoples and mlgrants Finally, In 
the Pacific, communities were split Into d~fferent sub-clans, clans, and 
language groups 

As shown by the dashed line In the graph, our working sub-hypothesis 
was that conservatlon would Increase with an Increase in stakeholder 
homogenelty We found no s~gnificant association between these two 
factors (n = 39, X2 = 0 82, p = 0 365) Nonetheless, we heard stories from 
almost all of the projects about confl~cts between competing stakeholder 
sub-groups 

In particular, ~t seemed d~fficult for project teams to set up enterpr~ses 
that required d~fferent community sub-groups to cooperate w ~ t h  one 
another These artificial enterprlse arrangements papered over deep 
soc~al fissures that inevitably emerged to the detr~ment of the business 
For some types of enterprises, such as ecotour~sm or capital intenswe 
product processing, ~t may be log~st~cally and econom~cally imposs~ble to 
set up mult~ple, parallel businesses at one s ~ t e  However, for many 
product-harvest~ng businesses, it may be possible to structure the 
enterprlse so that each community sub-group manages its own 
component These findings lead to the principle 

Interestingly, however, there IS some anecdotal ewdence that, in cases of 
extreme levels of confllct between stakeholder groups, while ~t IS 

~mpossible to use an enterprise-based strategy, the conflict Itself may 
actually be good for conservation For example, m the LAKEKAMU 
BASIN, PNG (# 16) slte the historical animosity between the members of 
the four dlfferent language groups living there made ~t imposs~ble to set 
up a successful enterprise Nonetheless, t h ~ s  conflict actually kept the 
commun~ty members from bemg able to sign resource use agreements 
w ~ t h  outs~de developers who wanted to clear forest for an 011 palm 
plantat~on 
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3 5 External and Process Factors 
In addit~on to cond~t~ons  that are d~rectly related to the BCN Core 
Hypothesis, the projects were also affected by external factors beyond 
the control of the project teams, and by factors related to the process of 
~mplement~ng the projects 

Chaos 
Perhaps the most influential external factors were unexpected natural and 
man-made d~sasters How should your conservatlon project respond to 
inevitable emergency situations? 

As outlined in the graph in the s~debar, few projects were spared from 
some sort of catastrophe or another Natural d~sasters ranged from the 
earthquake that destroyed the KALAHAN, PHILIPPMES (# 14) site to the 
volcano that shut down the entlre economy of EAST NEW BRITAM, PNG 
(# 17) to the viral diseases that plagued honey product~on at GARHWAL, 
INDIA (#3) and LORE LINDU, INDONESIA (#9) Almost all the Southeast 
AsIan and PNG sites were severely affected by the El Nido hnked 
droughts and fires that swept through the reglon In 1998 The Indones~an 
sltes were also dramat~cally affected by the country's political turmo~l 
And a majority of the projects were severely impacted by the AsIan 
economic crlsls that dramat~cally disrupted busmess condit~ons 

Each of these d~sasters, at a mmmum, made cond~tions for the 
enterprises more difficult In the worst cases, they set progress back a 
vear or more while the project focused on basic relief efforts and tried to 
repair the damage done Perhaps the only redeemmg feature was that in 
some cases where the project team temporarily set-as~de thew 
conservatlon work, the dtsaster rel~ef work helped strengthen long-term 
relationships between the community and the project team This leads to 
the principle 

Poficy En vmnmen f 
Other lnfluentlal external factors are the policy and ~nstitutional 
environments m wh~ch  the projects operate To what degree should a 
project team worry about trying to mfluence pol~cies? 

Numbers In bores refer to mdiv~dual 
projects using the standard BCN coding 

A S~lver Lmng In January 1996 a large 
earthquake struck off 60km from the 
PADAIDO ISLANDS INDONESIA (#I 1 ) The 
resulting tldal wave devastated lsland 
villages Project staff dec~ded to delay 
BCN funded conservation work In favor 
of rellef efforts to assist the thousands of 
people affected Thls relief work helped 
the team develop the trust and respect of 
the community members and ult~mately 
facilitated project implementation 

Pol~cy Impact The VERATA VILLAGES 
FIJI (#20) project team helped to pass 
national leglslatlon regardmg biodiversity 
prospecting that was the first of ~ t s  kmd In 
the Paclfic (BCN 1997 p 10 1) 

Polmes are made at the local, provinc~al, nat~onal, and internat~onal 
levels Overall, BCN projects Influenced many different policies, rangmg 
from local regulat~ons on cyanide and bomb fishing in PADAIDO 
ISLANDS, INDONESIA (#1 1) to national legislat~on governing the use of 
ecotourism revenues in Nepal proposed by the CHITWAN, NEPAL (#2) 
project team It 1s difficult to draw any general analyt~cal conclusions 
from this work beyond the obvlous point that ~t 1s ~mportant for projects 
to pay attent~on to the policy environment ~ncludmg in part~cular, those 
p o l ~ c ~ e s  that potent~ally affect project activities 



Measurmg Stakeholder Buy-In As 
presented In the BCN Analytical 
Framework (www BCNet ordlearnlnd 
analyt~calIappendC htm) we measured 
stakeholder buy In by askmg key 
mformants to rank the communlty s 
degree of acceptance of the project 

The mformant was glven 10 beans each 
of which represented 10% of the 
community and asked to place each bean 
In one of 5 boxes ranging from ( 2) 
communlty strongly d~sllhes project to (0) 
communlty 1s neutral to (2) communlty 
strongly likes project The exerclse was 
then repeated using one bean for each 
major leader In the communlty The 
number of beans In each box was 
mult~plled by the rank of each box to get 
the total buy-~n value for the communlty 
as a whole and for the leadership 

Unfortunately we only developed t h ~ s  
rankmg technique late In our analyt~cal 
process and so we could not get data for 
all project sltes 

Analyz~ng Inst~tut~onal  Arrangements 
The findings presented here are drawn 
from a more thorough analysls of the 
~nst~tut~onal arrangements In each of the 
projects funded by BCN that was 
conducted by BSP staff (Hochman et al 
1999) 

Too Much Buy-In9 The CRATER 
MOUNTAIN PNG (# 15) project tells the 
story how one communlty passed a law 
that the project representatwe rn the~r slte 
could not leave thew v~llage because he 
was so mportant to them Clearly the 
project has achleved buy In This buy-~n 
can become problematic however ~f the 
communlty starts expectmg the NGO to 
prov~de servlces that the government 
should normally prov~de hke d~spute 
resolution provlslon of dr~nkmg water or 
buildmg schools A conservatlon group 
has to be careful not to stray too far from 
~ t s  core misslon 

The B~odrversrty Conservabon Network 

Project Effecttveness and Stakeholder Buy-ln 
To test an enterpr~se strategy for conservatlon, BCN tr~ed as much as 
possible to separate the enterprise from the surrounding project 
Nonetheless, project effect~veness undoubtedly had a great rmpact on 
bottom-line conservation success In developing an enterprise approach, 
a key questron that emerged was should the project be Implemented by 
one organization, or several organlzat~ons working together' A second 
question IS how can a project get the stakeholders to buy Into project 
act~v~ties' 

In order to address project effectlveness, we first looked at the 
inst~tutional arrangements with~n each project and how they affected 
project implementation and, ult~mately, conservation impact Our 
working sub-hypothes~s was that, due to the complexrty of an enterpr~se 
strategy, organlzatlons that collaborate and pool complementary sk~lls 
wlth other organizatlons would be more effectwe We found thls 
statement to be generally true But, In contrast to the current emphasls 
wlthm the conservation community on the need for partnersh~ps and 
consortia, we found that the least complex rnst~tutronal arrangements 
were the most effectwe We also found that one of the most rmportant 
ingredients for success was hav~ng the roles of each institut~on clearly 
defined To t h ~ s  end, those organizations that essent~ally worked alone 
but entered into contractual arrangements for specific project tasks 
ach~eved greater conservation impact than formal consortla and were 
able to spend more tlme on conservatlon and less on rnternal disrupt~ons 

Second, we looked qual~tatlvely at how funding levels affect 
conservatlon success Our working sub-hypothes~s was that more money 
would lead to more conservatlon We found that, rf anythmg, there was 
an Inverse assoc~ation, w~th  smaller grants leadmg to h~gher 
conservation In fact, the SIX projects that received the least amount of 
money were also some of the best projects In terms of conservatlon 
Impact They also had fewer ~nst~tut~onal disrupt~ons Together, these 
findings lead to the principle 

Ultimately, a conservation project IS about trying to convince 
stakeholders to accept or "buy-in" to project goals, objectives, and 
activities As outlined m the s~debar, we only developed our 
measurement of buy-in late m our analyses makmg quantltat~ve analysis 
~mpossible Anecdotal ev~dence ind~cates, however, that community 
enterprises were effective m convlncmg local stakeholders and relevant 
government officials that the organizatlons lmplementmg the projects 
were not just there "preaching conservation" but were also interested m 
the welfare of the local people Th~s  leads to the hypothesis 
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4 And the Answers Are 
At the start of t h ~ s  report, we said that BCN was set up as a large-scale 
experiment to look at three key questions 

Can an enterprise strategy lead to conservation? 
Can an enterprise strategy pay for conservation7 
How can we Implement more effective projects and learn from our 
experiences7 

Now that we have discussed the BCN Analytical Framework and 
presented some of our basic results, we are in a position to try to answer 
these three questions 

4 1 Can an Enterprise Strategy Lead to Conservat1on7 
This question is the basic test of the BCN Core Hypothesis We found 
that, yes, an enterprise strategy can lead to conservation, but only under 
limited conditions and never on its own 

Yes, But Onfy Under Limited Conditions 
The BCN Core Hypothesis states that if an enterprise approach to 
community-based conservation is going to be effective, then the 
enterprises must la) be viable, 1 b) have a direct link to biodiversity, 2) 
generate benefits, and 3) Involve a community of stakeholders that has 
the capacity to take action to counter threats to the biodiversity In effect, 
we are saying that there are a series of "hurdles" that a project must cross 
to make an enterprise-based strategy lead to conservation success Each 
of these hurdles can be thought of as a 'necessary but not sufficient 
condition" under which an enterprise strategy will work 

t'rabk E~ltterpnses 
The first and, perhaps, toughest condition of the BCN Core Hypothesis 
states that there must be a viable enterprise And as we discussed m 
Section 3, the BCN businesses suffered from many logistical challenges 
We found that they had problems developing good management systems, 
maintaining good bookkeeping or accounting systems, training thew 
employees, and getting them to show up for work on a regular basis 
They had problems figuring out how to efficiently produce their products 
and maintain quality control They had problems finding markets for 
their products and services, gettmg their products to markets, and 
collecting money from their customers And they had problems dealing 
with government regulations and bureaucracies 

Despite these myrtad challenges, we found that some of the BCN 
enterprises were able to make progress towards long-term viability Key 
factors that influenced enterprise success included having good 
bookkeeping skills, working in markets that are established but not too 
competitive, doing good market research, and focusing on simple 
enterpnses that used skills local community members already possess 
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Overall, we found a weak association between future enterpnse success 
and conservation success Perhaps most interestingly, although we 
predicted the opposite, we found a strong association between future 
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enterprise success and the degree of local community involvement in the 
ownership and management of the enterpr~se We also found a strong 
association between local mvolvement In the enterprise and conservatlon 
success These findings indicate that getting people mvolved in the 
enterprise is an Important step in getting them engaged in the larger 
conservation process 

Taken together, these results ~mply that, although it 1s difficult, 
communities can set up viable enterprises under the conditions captured 
In our principles In particular, these businesses are likely to be viable 
only if they are based on a well thought-out business plan, and lf they 
have people w ~ t h  the necessary management and bookkeeping skills 

i h  ked Eizterprrses 
The second part of the first condit~on of the BCN Core Hypothesis IS that 
the enterprise must be l~nked to the biodiversity of the project s ~ t e  In t h ~ s  
case, desp~te the init~al emphasis BCN placed on hnding only projects 
with high linkage, we found that many of the businesses ended up not 
being highly linked In particular, it was difficult to develop product- 
harvest~ng busmesses that were dependent on the biodiversity of the slte 

Surprisingly conservation happened regardless of whether or not the 
enterprise was linked This result ~mplles that linkage is not necessary for 
conservatlon, at least in the short-term Over the long-term, however, if 
there is no l~nkage between the enterprise and biodiversity, then by 
definit~on, a linked enterprise strategy will not work In effect, as shown 
in the model below, without linkage, the enterpr~se approach becomes 
simply an economic substitution strategy that does not address external 
threats We also found that the communlties7 perception of linkage m~ght 
actually be more important than actual linkage 

With Llnkage - Enterprise Strategy for Conservatlon 

Without Lmkage - Economlc Substltutlon Strategy for Conservat~on 
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Sirrkeholder Ben efitr 
The second condltion of the BCN Core Hypothesis is that the enterprise 
must generate benefits for the stakeholders in the biodiversity In this 
case, we found that conservatlon occurred regardless of the percentage of 
stakeholder households receiving cash benefits or the average amount of 
benefits each household received 

On the other hand, we found that conservatlon was associated with hlgh 
levels of non-cash benefits Furthermore, our anecdotal evidence 
mdicates that ~t is important to get benefits to the stakeholders as soon as 
posslble after project activities commence Fmally, although we do not 
have the data to say for sure, our experiences indicate that instead of 
trylng to distr~bute benefits widely, it may be more important to ensure 
that they go to key resource use decision-makers 

These results ~mply that, while cash benefits are not ~mportant in 
influencing stakeholders' willingness to counter threats, stakeholders do 
need some incent~ves to take actlon In particular, non-cash benefits seem 
to be effective in promoting trust and cooperat~on between stakeholders 
and project staff 

Slnkehoider Cupczc r& to Take 4ctron 
The thlrd and final condltion of the BCN Core Hypothesis IS that there 
must be a community of stakeholders who have the capaclty to counter 
Internal and external threats to the b~odiversity 

Regarding the existence and strength of the stakeholder group, although 
our data were not definitive, we believe that it IS better for conservation 
to work with an established group It is clear, however, that the group 
needs strong, though balanced, leadership 

With regard to tenure, we found that for conservatlon to occur, some 
level of access to the resources was more Important than havmg full legal 
control It was also particularly Important for communities to have the 
abllity to enforce these r~ghts against both internal and external sources 
of threats We believe that an enterprise strategy is more effectwe m 
countering external threats Counterrng internal threats seems to be more 
difficult when the stakeholder group is heterogeneous andlor there is a 
hlgh degree of conflict between factions of the community 
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Other Condrtcorrs 
In add~tron to the conditions directly related to the BCN Core 
Hypothesis, the projects were affected by other conditions Of particular 
Importance were the d~sasters that struck almost all project sites 
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And Never on ffs Own 
In the prevlous sectlon, we compared the cond~tions In the BCN Core 
Hypothes~s to a series of hurdles that a project needs to cross to make an 
enterprlse strategy work If we look at the summary table below, 
however, we find that In some cases, conservation occurred (the project 
crossed the last hurdle) without meetlng all of the cond~tions (the 
previous hurdles) For example, none of the most successful projects at 
the bottom of the table below has a highly hnked enterprlse Several of 
them have not had successful enterprises And most of them have not had 
high cash benefits How can we explain t h ~ s  apparent contradictron~ 

Summary Categor~zat~on of 39 BCN S~tes Across Key Factors 

Enterprrse Cash Non Cash Pol~cmg Threat 
S ~ t e  Lmkage Success Benefits Benefits Abhty TRA TY pe 
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One way to explain t h ~ s  contradiction is to reahze that the enterprlse 
strategy expressed by the BCN Core Hypothesis does not happen in a 
vacuum In wh~ch a project team uses only t h ~ s  strategy and no other 
Instead a project generally uses a variety of conse~at ion strategies such 
as d~rect  protection, management and restoration, pol~cy and advocacy, 
unlinked Incentives, and education and awareness as shown In the 
d~agrarn in the sidebar and also in the diagram on page 14 

If we look more closely at our results, we find an interesting pattern 
begins to emerge that indicates that education and awareness m~ght  be 
particularly important Key points include that a) community 
participation m the enterprise was significantly associated w ~ t h  
conservation, b) non-cash benefits, such as enhanced commun~ty 
confidence, were also significantly associated w ~ t h  conservation, and c) 
as shown by anecdotal evidence, communities took action in support of 
conservatlon In sites where they had good working relationsh~ps with 
project staff members 

Taken together, these observations suggest that there might be an 
alternate pathway by which an enterprlse strategy can lead to 
conservatlon As shown in the following diagram, thls pathway involves 
a conservatlon NGO comlng in and establishing an enterpr~se The 
enterprlse glves the NGO staff members entry Into the community 
Commun~ty members part~c~pate in the enterprise and develop enhanced 
confidence in themselves They also come to know and trust the project 
team and become more recept~ve to the conservatlon Ideas that the team 
members brmg If the NGO promotes education and awareness, then the 
stakeholders may be more w ~ l l ~ n g  to l~sten and take act~ons to counter 
both internal and especially external threats In this model, the enterprlse 
does not have to be hnked to the biodivers~ty However, ~f the enterprise 
IS linked, then the other path can work as well 

A Revlsed Model of an Enterprise Strategy for Consewatlon 
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Unhnked I 
lncent~ves 

9 9  ' 
$ P 
$ = 

Prov~dmg Government Serwces Trap 
of NGOs hav~ng to provlde government 
servlces To try to be all thmgs to all 
people 

stakeholder Educat~on 
confidence 

The real "take-home" point here is that we can't expect any one 
conservation strategy to save the rainforests and the reefs by itself 
Instead, any given project needs to have the appropriate mixture of 
strategies tailored to meet local conditions 

B~od~vers~ty 

- - - - - - - - 
Increased benefits ' 

- - - - -  * relauve to old r 
l~vel~hood activities f 

Develop - - - - - - - 
enterprise - - - - - - - - 

Internal 
threats 

Enhanced Stakeholder - 
$ btodtvers~ty : capac~ty to 

value to local m~t~gate - 
stakeholders - - - threats 

External 
threats 
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4 2 Can an Enterpr~se Strategy Pay for Conservatton7 
One of the main ~deas behlnd BCN was to see ~f enterprlses could not 
only ach~eve conservatlon, but also help pay for the costs of domg it The 
premlse 1s that ~f an enterprlse 1s leadmg to conservation and the 
enterprlse IS self-sufficient, than the conservation IS bemg pald for 
wrthout the need for outside subsidies 

Subsldtes are Requtred, Espec/a//y for Management 
As shown In Dlagram A, ~ n ~ t ~ a l l y  a conservation busmess will only be 
able to cover a small fractron of its costs and thus requlres a substantral 
outside subsidy Over tlme, however, an enterprise should be able to 
cover more of ~ t s  varlable and fixed costs and thus reduce the subsidy 
requlred as shown in Diagram B The ideal goal becomes to get the 
enterprlse to cover all its costs as shown in Diagram C 

If the BCN experience 1s any guide, lt wdl at best take a number of years 
for most commun~ty-based enterprlses to become self-sufficient And In 
many cases, it may be hard to get the enterprise to cover all rts costs In 
particular, ~t may be necessary to pay for good qual~ty management and 
for monitoring activitres Thus, Dlagram B, m which an outs~de subs~dy 
1s perpetually requlred to pay for these true costs of the enterprlse, may 
be the most common scenarro The challenge IS to avo~d srtuations where 
the enterprlse is not covering ~ t s  variable costs and is thus los~ng money 

but a Partla/ Subsidy Means There /s Also a Parf/a/ Return 
Although BCN's mtial goal was to develop enterprises that could cover 
100% of the~r costs withln a three-year time per~od, we have come to 
real~ze that this goal was not only unrealistic, but also unnecessary 
There is nothing inherently magical about the idea of an enterprise 
covermg 100% of rts costs - especrally if ~t provides environmental or 
soc~al benefits ' As shown in Dragram D, suppose there is an enterprise 
that leads to conservatlon at a given project site, but only covers 50% of 
its costs Smce the glass is "half-empty," the remaining 50% of the 
enterprise costs must come from grants or rn-kind subs~dles for 
managerlal salaries If, however, we view the glass as bemg "half-full," 
then the 50% of the costs that the enterprrse 1s able to cover can be seen 
as a "return" that helps to pay for conservation In effect, this money can 
be taken and used to fund another business at a second site, thus doubl~ng 
the amount of conservatlon that occurs for a grven level of Investment 

The key number here IS thus not 100% percent self-suffic~ency, but 
rather the ratio between the amount of money requrred to be invested In 
the enterprise and the amount of conservatron that you get in return If 
the enterprise generates more than a dollar's worth of conservatlon for 
every dollar invested, (the ratio is > 1) it is worthwhde If, however, the 
enterprise generates less than a dollar's worth of conservatron (the ratro 
1s <I), ~t is not The trrck is to be able to value the amount of 
conservation that occurs - this can best be done by thinkrng about the 
mvestment (aka subsldy) requred by the best alternative non-enterprrse 
based strategy 

' This ~dea origmally came fiom a conversation with Frances Seymour of WRI 
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4 3 How Can We Implement More Effective Projects and 
Learn From Our Experiences3 
If one thmg 1s clear at this point, ~t 1s that ultimately the ability to 
Implement effectwe projects depends on practitioners hav~ng the 
mformatlon that they need to make management decis~ons In order to be 
able to decide wh~ch conservat~on strategies to use or to evaluate the 
relative costs and benefits of each strategy, knowledge IS at a premium 
Practitioners need the ab111ty to understand the specific local cond~tions 
at the~r project site, both at the start of their project and as they change 
over tlme To do so, they need to be able to collect the right information, 
analyze ~t and use it One process for dealing with mformatlon IS 

adaptive management BCN explored adaptive management at a project 
level and at a programmat~c level 

Project F eve/ Adaptive Management 
In developmg the BCN monltoring program and analytical framework, 
we mt~ally tried to develop program wlde indicators Over tlme, 
however, we realized that each project site would need rts own 
monltor~ng plan ta~lored to the specific conditions at that site We also 
learned that monitormg can only be effectively conducted In the context 
of good project deslgn and management We thus developed a process 
for dolng monitoring m the context of the project cycle as shown on the 
next page Steps In the overall process ~nclude 

Start Clarrfi Group s Mrsslon - A Mlsslon Statement provides a 
vlslon for the future of your group - your long-term des~red outcome 
and the strategy for getting there Before setting out to des~gn a new 
project, you must have a clear understanding of your group's 
mlsslon If you plan to work with other groups on the new project, it 
is also Important to understand their missions and how yours relates 
to theirs 

A Desrgn a Conceptual Model Based on Local Slte Condrtlons - A 
Conceptual Model is the foundation of all project deslgn, 
management, and monitoring activities It is a diagram of a set of 
relationships between certain factors that are believed to impact or 
lead to your target condition The model is first built to present a 
picture of the project area pnor to the start of the project It is next 
adapted to reflect local site conditions and then used to ldentlfy and 
rank the key threats to biodiversity that your project will address 

B Develop Management Plan Goals, Objectzves and Actzvztres - 
A Management Plan describes the explicit goals, objectives, and 
activities deslgned to address threats identified in the Conceptual 
Model Goals are broad statements of the desired state toward which 
the project is directed Objectives are more specific statements of the 
desired outcomes or accomplishments of the project Activities are 
specific actlons undertaken by project participants designed to reach 
each of the project's objectives, which in turn, should lead to 
realization of your project's goal All activ~ties need to be llnked to 
specific objectives that target critical threat factors ldentlfied m your 
Conceptual Model 

Adaptwe Management Margoluls and 
Salafsky (1998) define Adaptwe 
Management as mtegratlng project 
deslgn management and monltoring to 
prov~de a framework for 

1 Experrmentallv Testzng 4ssumptrons - 
Systematically trylng dlfferent 
Interventions to ach~eve a des~red 
outcome 

2 Adaptatron - Uslng the results of t h ~ s  
monltonng to Improve your project 

3 Learnrng - Sharlng n hat you have 
learned with team members and other 
practltloners 

Steps In Project Level Adaptrve 
Management The steps outlined here 
are descnbed in detail In Margolu~s and 
Salafsky (1998) 

Go or No Go9 If we had had the BCN 
projects develop conceptual models prior 
to starting project lmplementat~on at least 
a few of the projects would have probably 
e~ther trled dlfferent enterprises or even 
not used an enterprise strategy for 
conservat~on This underscores the 
Importance of t h ~ s  step 



Safe-Fall Tradtttonally monltorlng has 
been seen as a judgmental evahatton 
betng carr~ed out by an outstder As a 
result there IS pressure to htde negattve 
results We found however that 
monltortng IS most effecttve as a self- 
evaluat~on that IS used to tmprove 
management Under thts framework 
fat lure whtle not deslred are seen as part 
of the natural leamlng processes - tt 
becomes safe to fat1 A true fatlure only 
occurs when mlstakes are made and we 
fat1 to learn from them 
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Steps In the Project Cycle 
Source Margoluls and Salafsky (1998) 

Develop a 
Mon~tor~ng 

<wz;t) Management a The r a )  Managernenl Plan 
Monltonng Goals Oblectlves 

Project a Act~v~t~es 

Use Results to 
M~ss~on Adapt & Learn 

C Develop Monrtorzng Plan - A Monitoring Plan describes how 
you wlll assess the success of your project mterventions The plan 
starts by outlining who your audiences are, what their ~nformat~on 
needs are, what monitoring strategies you will employ to get the data 
needed to meet each of these needs, and the specific indicators you 
will measure The remainder of the plan lists how, when, by whom, 
and where data for these lndlcators will be collected 

D Implement Management and Monitorrng Plans - The Project 
Conceptual Model, Management Plan, and Monitoring Plan taken 
together comprise a complete Project Plan This step involves 
implementing this Project Plan 

E Analyze Data and Cornrnunlcate Results - Once data have been 
collected, they need to be analyzed and the results need to be 
communicated to your mternal and external audiences 

Iteration Use Results to Adapt and Learn - Iteration is the key step 
in Adaptive Management It 1s where the work invested in 
monitoring can pay off by helping you incorporate the information 
that you have obtained to Improve your project and move forward In 
this chapter, we discuss how to complete the process of test~ng 
assumptions and adapt your Project Plan based on your monitorlng 
results We also discuss why you should document and share the 
knowledge you have gained wlth others so that they can Improve 
their conservation efforts 

Overall, this approach to monitoring takes a substantial investment of 
work, time, and money But we also have come to believe that this 
investment is essential to get projects that can be effective, adapt to 
changing conditions, and learn 
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Program L eve/ Adapt1 ve Management 
Although projects are the bas~c u n ~ t  at whlch conservat~on happens, 
adaptwe management also applies at a programmatic level And this is 
where we feel that BCN may actually make its greatest Impact BCN was 
one of the first "Learnmg Programs" that t r~ed to test a spec~fic 
hypothesis about how to do conservation while do~ng ~t Based on our 
experiences we highly recommend thls process be used to test other 
conservatlon strategles 

The steps mvolved In settlng up a learning program are outl~ned below 
These steps are simllar, but in some cases sllghtly d~fferent from the 
steps In the project cycle These steps are also related to those that the 
BCN program followed, but are mod~fied based on our experiences 

Step A Develop Program Concept and Structure - The first step in 
developmg a learnlng program IS to determme what problem or 
question you want to address with your program, what your spec~fic 
hypothes~s is, how you will structure your program, and how you 
wdl mon~tor it over time BCN tested an enterprlse strategy for 
conservation Other strategies need to be tested as well 

Step B Select a Focused PortfoZzo of Projects - The second step IS to 
establish and ~mplement the speclfic process that you wdl use for 
reviewing and selecting the projects in your program 

Step C Develop an Analytzcal Framework - The th~rd step is to 
figure out how you and your partners will collect the data necessary 
to test your hypothes~s Your analytical framework 1s best developed 
as early as poss~ble In the overall program It should be developed by 
the project team members who w ~ l l  be d~rectly respons~ble for 
collecting and analyzing the data 

Step D Implement Projects & Analytical Framework - The fourth 
step 1s to ~mplement your plan You need to ensure that all roles are 
covered and to facil~tate part~cipation 

Step E Analyze Data & Communzcate Results - The final step In 
developmg a learnlng program IS to analyze your data and 
commun~cate the results to your key aud~ences 

Steps In a Learnmg Program 
Source Salafsky and M a r g o l u ~ s  ( 1 9 9 9 a )  

Develop Select a Develop Implement Analyze 

Structure Framework Framework Results 

Learnmg Programs The steps descr~bed 
on thls page are described In deta~l In 
Salafsky and Margolurs 1999a 

Costs and Benefits of Learnmg 
Program Costs of a learnlng program 
include that they requlre 

More Stag- A much greater 
investment m skllled mterdlsc~pl~nary 
program staff 

Wore Money - More monev to pay for 
the staff and requ~red meetmgs 

A Wdlmngness to balue Fallure - That 
program managers take a safe-fa11 
approach m whlch an honest appra~sal 
of problems IS valued above bottom 
line results 

A Wzllmgness to Exper~ment - Groups 
that are willmg to deal wlth 
uncertainty 

A Necessardy Narrow Focus - A 
restricted focus so that you can test 
your hypothesis For example w~th  
regard to BCN s first goal of maklng 
conservatlon happen we learned that 
a glven project should employ a wlde 
range of strategres that are appropriate 
to the speclfic cond~t~ons at the 
project slte Thls selection of 
strateg~es may or may not rnclude 
enterprlse based approaches Wlth 
regard to our second goal of testmg 
our hypothes~s however we had to 
restrlct our focus to only enterprlse 
strategles This led to some serlous 
contradlct~ons and tough choices 

Benefits of Learnmg Programs lnclude 

Improved Knowledge - The 
knowledge and learnmg that comes 
from the collective research belng 
done 

Cross-Project Learnzng - The 
networkmg and capaclty bu~ldmg 
from brmgmg groups together 

Improved Partnerships - Breaks 
down the traditional h~erarchy that 
separates donor or program 
management and project staff 

tI Iterate 
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5 When Should You Use an Enterpr~se Strategy? 
Early on in t h ~ s  report, we s a ~ d  that our purpose In testmg the BCN Core Hypothes~s was that we "would 
like to be able to ~nform conservatlon practitioners and managers about the specific cond~t~ons  under 
wh~ch ~t might make sense to adopt an enterprise strategy - and just as importantly, the spec~fic 
conditions under which ~t might not " As you mrght have guessed by now, we cannot glve you a 
definitive answer that IS guaranteed to work at your spec~fic site We can, however, offer you a process 
that wrll enable you to answer t h ~ s  quest~on on your own as outimed in the flow chart on the next page 

As In any conservation project, the flow chart begins w ~ t h  developmg an Initial Conceptual Model of the 
situation at your project slte Once you have developed a good understandmg of the situat~on at your site, 
you can use the BCN Enterprise Strategy Guide shown in the table below to decide rf you should use t h ~ s  
approach To use this gu~de, compare the condit~ons at your slte w ~ t h  the factors l~sted in the far left-hand 
column If you get even one entry In the "Forget It 1" column, then as the flow chart ind~cates, you might 
want to thmk about another strategy If most of your cr~teria are In the "Thmk Hard" or "Maybe If " 

columns, then you should think about the comments in the far right column If you can resolve the 
problems, then ~t m~ght  make sense to use an enterprlse strategy Fmally, if most of your criterla are In the 
"Go For It 1" column, you are home free, assuming all your assumpt~ons are true 

If your enterprise passes this initla1 test, you then have to determme ~f the enterpr~se strategy wdl be cost 
effectwe relat~ve to other approaches If ~t IS, you can now develop management and monitormg plans for 
your project, and implement them Once you collect and analyze data, you will be able to see if your 
assumptions held true Most hkely, you wdl have to modify your plan over t ~ m e  If thmgs do not work 
out, you may have to try another strategy or even cons~der moving to another more tractable slte Fmally, 
no matter what your outcome IS, you w ~ l l  have no doubt learned a great deal about the condit~ons under 
which an enterpr~se strategy does and does not work By sharlng your experiences w ~ t h  others, you will 
be contributmg to our collective understanding about the condit~ons under wh~ch ~t IS possible to use an 
enterprise strategy to achieve conservatlon 

The BCN Enterpr~se Strategy Guide 
See Analyses and Prlnc~ples In Sect~on 3 for an explanation of the cond~t~ons 

Enterprrse 
Potentral profitab~l~ty 
Market demand 
Infrastructure 
Local enterpr~se sk~lls 
Complexity 
Lmkage 
Benefits 
Cash benefits 
Non cash benefits 
T~mrng 
Dlstr~but~on 
Stakeholder 
Stakeholder group 
Leadershrp 
Resource access 
Enforceab~l~ty 
Stakeholder homog 
Conflrct 
Threat source 
Other 
Chaos 
Project allrance 

< var costs 
None 
Poor 
None 
Extreme 
None 

None 
None 
Long Walt 
Very w~de 

Not present 
None 
None 
None 
Low 
Constant 
All ~nternal 

Constant 
Unwreldy 

< fix costs 
Low 
Margmal 
Few 
H~gh 
Low 

Few 
Few 
Unknown 
El~tes only 

Very new 
Weak 
I 11-defined 
L~m~ted 
Mrnmal 
Frequent 
Most mternl 

Frequent 
None 

> fix costs 
H~gh 
Okay 
Some 
Med~um 
Med~um 

H~gh 
Some 
Short 
Lrrn~ted 

Present 
Strong 
Some 
Some 
Moderate 
Occas~onal 
Most extern 

Some 
Strategrc 

FACTOR CONDITIONS AT YOUR SITE Comment on "Maybe If ' Column 

Costs+profit ~f have manaqement subsrdy I 
Medlum 
Good 
Lots 
Low 
H~gh 

Moderate 
H~gh 
lmmedrate 
Targeted 

Establrshed 
Balanced 
Full 
Strong 
Complete 
Rare 
All external 

Unl~kely 

lf overhawest;ng can be controlled 
~f low werght h~gh value product 
rf people can be h~red and trarned 
~f suffic~ent support IS ava~lable 
rf communrty perceives lrnkage 

I 
if they do not cause conflrct 
~f they are meanmgful to community 
 fat least some ~n~tral qulck benefits 

I 
rf to resource use decrs~on-makers I 
rf groups shows riterest 
rf leader IS respected by people 
rf not clear how Important 
d comrnunrty can defend thew nghts 
d can compartmental~ze busmesses 
~f enterprrselproject not mvolved 

I 
~f external threat pays cash I 
rf you roll wrth rt 

~ x ~ e r ~ e n c e d  tf allrance has complementary skllls 

IMPLICATION Forget It ! Thmk Hard Maybe If Go For It I 
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The BCN Enterpr~se Strategy Decrslon Chart 
See text for deta~ls 

Conduct site 
assessment and 
develop in~t~al  

conceptual model 
I 

-Forget It Go For It 1- 

~ h m k  Hard 
or 

Maybe 
I 

Solut~ons 
-NO-< 

problems7 hold true? 

- No Yes- 

/can other \ ~mplement I 
4 strategies >yes+ management & 1 

mon~toring plans & 
analyze data 

~ a n a ~ e h e n t  plan 
rnod~ficatlons 

needed 

', I ./ gind another 
site I 

Lots of leamlng 
about cond~trons 

for enterprise 
L- l approach 
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6 Next Steps Along the Path 
The analyses and conclus~ons In thls report mark the end of a long 
journey But like most ends, they can also be v~ewed as the beglnn~ngs of 
new journeys Although the BCN program ends In September 1999, most 
of the projects In the Network have found new sources of funding and 
will contlnue w ~ t h  t h e ~ r  work Slm~larly, all of the mdiv~duals who have 
been involved w ~ t h  t h ~ s  program wdl cont~nue on - many of us w ~ t h  the 
same projects, others of us with new projects or other endeavors We've 
all made our share of m~stakes, learned Important lessons and developed 
our sk~lls  As a result, we will all hopefully be able to Improve our work 
In the future 

Desp~te our successes, we should not be too opt~mis t~c  While we have 
been working w ~ t h  mixed results at just twenty local project sites across 
Asla and the Paclfic, huge forces have been reshaping the landscapes of 
the world Over the past seven years, vast areas of forest have been cut 
down, burned, or degraded Large numbers of coral reefs have been 
overfished, poisoned, or bombed Meanwh~le, human populat~ons and 
the~r  demands upon the environment, fueled by ever Increasing 
consumerism, are increasing We cannot forget that our work w ~ t h  a few 
thousand stakeholders in remote comers of the world is dwarfed by the 
collect~ve Impact of the bdl~ons of people living m citles and rural areas 
who are golng on w ~ t h  their dally lwes We have In effect, been puffing 
out our cheeks and blow~ng In the face of a hurricane 

Thlnklng about our work In this context, it's easy to despa~r And yet, at 
the same t~me,  it's hard not to have hope Our experiences have 
conv~nced us that ~f we are collectively going to solve the problems 
fac~ng us, that we are startlng to find the r~ght  path In particular, we 
have become conv~nced that conservation will only succeed ~f we can 
help practltloners 

1 Define conservation and objectively measure their success In moving 
toward ~ t ,  

2 D~scover and refine guidmg principles for uslng enterprise-based and 
other strategies for conservation, 

3 Use adaptive management to make their own maps of the landscape 
and capture the knowledge they have gained in leam~ng mstitutions 

Our next steps w ~ l l  involve continumg to develop each of these Ideas, 
budding on the work that BCN has done to date As ourjourney 
contmues, we hope we w ~ l l  meet you agam along the way 
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Selected BCN Pu bl~cat~ons 
The following list includes key BCN-related publ~cations and documents, many of which are 
available from the Biodiverslty Support Program Many of these items are also available on-line at 
www BCNet orq 

Baron Nancy (1998) Keeplng Watch Experiences from the Fleld In Commun~ty-Based Monitoring Lessons 
fi-om the Freld Issue 1 Blodlverslty Support Program, Washmgton, D C , USA 

BCN (1 994) Annual Report January 1 1994 - December 31 1994 Blodlverstty Support Program, 
Washmgton, D C USA 

BCN (1 995) Annual Report Biodlverslty Support Program, Washtngton D C USA 

BCN (1 996) Annual Report Storresfi-om the Freld and Lessons Learned Biodwerslty Support Program, 
Washmgton D C USA 

BCN (1997) Annual Report Gettzng Down to Buszness Blodlverslty Support Program, Washmgton D C , 
USA 

BCN (1  998) Analytzcal Framework & Communrcatrons Strategy Blodlverslty Support Program, 
Washington D C , USA 

BCN (1  999a) Evaluating Linkages Between Business the Envrronment and Local Communrtres FrnaI 
Storresfrom the Freld Blodiverslty Support Program Washmgton, D C , USA 

BCN ( 1  999b) Patterns m Conservatron Evaluatrng Linkages between Busrness Communztres and the 
Envrronment B~odlverslty Support Program, Washington D C , USA 

Cordes, Bernd (1999) Dolng Business In Borneo Lessonsfi-om the Fzeld Issue BCN-2 B~od~verslty Support 
Program Washmgton D C , USA 

Hochman, Cheryl Rlchard Margolu~s, Katrma Brandon, and Nick Salafsky (1 999) Institutional 
Arrangements for Conservatlon The Role of NGOs Blod~versity Support Program, Washmgton, D C , 
USA 

Johnson Arlyne (1999) Measuring Our Success One Team's Experience m Monltorlng the Crater Mountam 
W~ldltfe Management Area Project m Papua New Gumea Lessonsfi.om the Field Issue BCN-3 
Biodivers~ty Support Program, Washmgton, D C , USA 

Mahontl, Sengo et a1 (1 999) What's at Stake? A Study of Stakeholder Organ~zatlons m 
Conservatlon and Development Projects Biodivers~ty Support Program, Washmgton, D C , USA 

Margoluls, Richard and Nick Salafsky (1 998) Measures of Success Desrgnrng Managrng and Monitorrng 
Conservatlon and Development Projects Island Press, Washmgton, D C USA 

Peters, Charles M (1994) Sustainable Harvest of Non-Timber Plant Resources m Troprcal Moist Forest An 
Ecological Prrmer Blodiverslty Support Program, Washmgton, D C , USA 

Salafsky, Nick (1997) Eleven Steps for Settrng Up Communziy-Based Trmber Harvestrng Enterprrses An 
Overvrew of the IRECDP Experzence m the Islands Regzon Papua New Guznea European Union - 
Islands Reglon Envrronmental & Community Development Programme, Klrnbe, West New Bntam, 
Papua New Gumea 

Salafsky, Nick (1998a) Commumty-Based Approaches for Combmmg Conservatlon and Development 
Pages 132-1 35 m Lmda Koebner and Jane Sokolow (eds ) Screntzsts on Brodiversrty Amerlcan Museum 
of Natural Hlstory, New York, N Y , USA 

Salafsky, Nlck (1998b) If I Only Knew Then What I Know Now An Honest Conversat~on about a Difficult 
Conservation and Development Project Lessonsfi.om the Freld, Issue No 1, BCN- I Biodiverslty 
Support Program, Washmgton, D C , USA 

Salafsky, Nlck, Bemd Cordes, Mark Leighton, Max Henderson, Wesley Watt, and Ronald Cheny (1 997) 
Chamsaws as a Tool for Conservation? A Comparison of Commun~ty-Based Tunber Production 
Enterprises m Papua New Gumea and Indonesia Rural Development Forestry Network Paper 22b 
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Salafsky Nick and L I ~ I  Wollenberg (In Press) Linking Livelihoods and Conservation A Conceptual 
Framework for Assessing the Integration of Human Needs and Biodiversity World Development 

Salafsky Nlck and Richard Margolu~s (1999a) Greater Than the Sum of Thelr Parts Des~gnlng Conservatlon 
Programs to Maxim~ze Impact and Learnmg Biodivers~ty Support Program, Washington, D C USA 

Salafsky Nick and Richard Margolu~s (1999b) Overvrew of a Systematrc Approach to Desrgnrng Managrng 
and Monrtorrng Conservatron and Development Projects In Saterson et a1 pp 7- 15 

Salafsky Nick and Richard Margoluls (1999~)  Threat Reduction Assessment A Practical and Cost- 
Effectwe Approach to Evaluating Conservation and Development Projects Conservatron Brology 13 
830-841 

Saterson Kathy kchard Margolu~s and N ~ c k  Salafsky, eds (1999) Measurrng Conservatron impact An 
interdrscrplmary Approach to Project Monrtorrng and Evaluatron Biodiversity Support Program 
Washmgton, D C USA 

Wollenberg, Eva and Andrew Ingles eds (1998) Incomesfi.om the Forest Methods for the Development and 
Conservatron of Forest Products for Local Communrtres Center for International Forestry Research 
Jakarta, Indonesia (See espec~ally chapters 1, 3, & 6 )  

Wagner John, Victor Kohaia and Francis Tarlhao (1 996) The Collectron of Srze Class Structure and 
Recrurtment Data of Canar~um ~ndicum by Local Communrtres rn the Makrra Conservatron m 
Development Project Area Solomon Island A Report on the Freld Implementatron of a Brologrcal 
Survey Biodlvers~ty Conservation Network, Washmgton, D C , USA 



About the B~od~vers/ty Support Program (BSP) 
The Biodiversity Support Program (BSP) is a consortium of World Wildlife Fund, The Nature 
Conservancy, and World Resources Institute BSP IS funded by the United States Agency for 
Internat~onal Development 

BSP's mission IS to promote conservatlon of the world's b~ological dwersity and to maxlmize the 
impact of the Untted States government's resources dlrected toward mternational biodivers~ty 
conservatlon We believe that a healthy and secure l~ving resource base IS essent~al to meet the 
needs and aspirations of present and future generations 

About the B~od/vers/ty Conservat~on Network (BCN) 
The B ~ o d ~ v e r s ~ t y  Conservat~on Network (BCN) is a part of BSP BCN was des~gned to address a 
commonly held ~ d e a  that, if local people can benefit from using their forests and reefs, then they 
wdl take action to conserve and sustamably use them Thts enterprise-based conservatlon strategy 
sounded good In theory, but would ~t actually work in practice? 

BCN tested this enterprise strategy by doing it Local commun~t~es and partner NGOs set up 
businesses - like ecotourism or forest product harvestmg - that d~rectly depend on the biod~vers~ty 
of specific sltes These communltles and NGOs then tracked the busmesses' financial viabil~ty as 
well as their environmental and socioeconomic ~mpacts By fundmg and working with twenty such 
projects across Asia and the Paclfic, BCN tried to learn under what cond~t~ons  t h ~ s  strategy works - 
and under what conditions ~t does not 


