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Executive Summary

An investigation into
the triple bottom
line performance
of small social
and environmental
enterprises in
developing countries:
Setting a baseline for
a longitudinal study

The SEED Initiative is a partnership of
UNEP, UNDP and IUCN, hosted by UNEP.
SEED identifies, profiles, and supports
promising, locally-driven, start-up
enterprises working in developing
countries to improve livelihoods,
tackle poverty and marginalisation,
and manage natural resources
sustainably. SEED has worked closely
with the International Institute for
Sustainable Development (IISD) since
2007 on a programme of research
to increase technical knowledge
and understanding about these
small-scale, locally-led activities. Key
areas of investigation have included
partnership and enterprise models,
success factors and performance
indicators.
In 2009, SEED sought to better
understand the performance of
these social and environmental micro
and small enterprises, with two key
questions in mind:
t *T JU QPTTJCMF UP EFUFSNJOF XIFUIFS
BOE IPX TVDI FOUFSQSJTFT BSF
NBLJOH B DPOUSJCVUJPO UP TPDJBM 
FOWJSPONFOUBM
BOE
CVTJOFTT
QSPHSFTT XJUIJO UIFJS DPNNVOJUJFT
BOE
t 8IBU BSF UIF FOBCMJOH GBDUPST
BOE CBSSJFST UP NBLJOH UIBU
DPOUSJCVUJPO 

In order to build a baseline
understanding of micro and small
enterprise performance, SEED and IISD
conducted a survey of enterprises in
the SEED community of entrepreneurs,
both winners and applicants to
the programme. The purpose
of the survey was to investigate
whether and how these social and
environmental enterprises were
delivering on social, environmental
and business objectives, and to set
a baseline for performance against
which such enterprises could be
compared in future. In particular, the
investigation was designed to identify
key issues where recommendations to
international, national and local policy
makers might be warranted on how
to create or strengthen an enabling
environment for such enterprises to
thrive.
A total of 1583 enterprises were
contacted, with a 17.7% return and an
estimated confidence in the accuracy
of the findings of 95% with an error
of +/- 5.3%. A baseline has now been
established against which both the
original survey population and new
applicants to SEED can be compared
over the next few years. The ability
to set targets, and reporting of
progress against those targets,
together with the delivery of other
social, environmental and economic
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benefits can now be monitored to
see what changes are taking place,
and whether external policies and
supporting mechanisms, and internal
management factors are being
addressed and contributing to the
success of these enterprises.
There is little doubt from this survey
that the majority of enterprises
within this community of social and
environmental entrepreneurs are
changing the model of how to deliver
sustainable development on the
ground, through setting and working
towards a combination of social,
environmental and business targets
and identifying a diverse range of
benefits that they are delivering to
their communities.
The SEED winners in particular are
demonstrating significant capacity
to establish and deliver on social,
environmental and business targets
and indicate a level of progress
beyond that of the survey group as a
whole.
Based on the results of the survey, six
major observations stand out.
1. There is a gap in capacity for
small social and environmental
enterprises to adopt more business
oriented approaches for managing
and financing their work.
Respondents were least able to
express clear and specific business
targets, calling into question
limitations in their ability to sustain
their enterprises in spite of the social
and environmental benefits being
delivered. Only 13% of the respondents
reported that their financing was in
place; less than a fifth indicated that
they were able to make a living from
their enterprise and nearly half noted
a dependency on grants and other
types of development assistance as
a source of revenue. Over two-thirds
listed lack of access to aid as a key
barrier to success.

In light of growing interest
internationally in shifting to a “green
economy”, SEED may wish to propose
that policy makers review how social
and environmental enterprises are
contributing to that economy, and
provide training and other means
for these enterprises to build more
sustainable businesses.
2.

Social
and
environmental
enterprises are investing a
significant portion of their efforts
in skills development and training
at the local level, although the
majority are not primarily training
or education institutions.

Over 90% of respondents indicated
that they were providing some form
of training or skills development to
the local communities – and over half
indicated that 50 or more people in
their communities were receiving
training. Of all social, environmental
and business benefits being conferred
to local beneficiaries, this was the
most significant.
When correlated to the two-thirds
of respondents who indicated that
they were introducing or developing
new, more environmentally friendly
technologies
and
production
processes to the local communities,
the training burden becomes even
more apparent. Further, the two
leading barriers to overcome were lack
of access to funds for training and lack
of skilled people in the communities.
This suggests that there is an
opportunity here for more attention
to be paid to supporting micro and
small enterprises in the development
of skills at the local level.
B  #Z GVSUIFS FYQMPSJOH UIF TLJMMT HBQT
BU UIF MPDBM MFWFM BOE SFWJFXJOH
DVSSFOU EFWFMPQNFOU QSPHSBNNFT
UP TUSFOHUIFO UIF TLJMMT CBTF BU UIF
MPDBMMFWFM JOQBSUJDVMBSXJUISFTQFDU
UP OFX  NPSF FOWJSPONFOUBMMZ
GSJFOEMZ
UFDIOPMPHJFT
BOE
QSPEVDUJPOQSPDFTTFT

2007 SEED Winner:
T’ikapapa

C  #ZQSPWJEJOHQSPHSBNNFTGPSNJDSP
BOE TNBMM FOUFSQSJTFT UP JNQSPWF
UIFJSPXODBQBDJUZUPEFMJWFSBSBOHF
PG USBJOJOH BOE TLJMMT EFWFMPQNFOU
BDUJWJUJFTPOUIFHSPVOE

3. Social and environmental micro
and small enterprises are
focused on strengthening the
social structure and resilience of
communities, with their social
targets emphasising the creation
of revenue streams for those they
are working with at the local level.
In progressing towards those
targets, they are contributing to
the alleviation of poverty in their
regions.
A picture emerges from this study of
an approach to poverty alleviation
that embraces skills development
and training, emphasizes social
organisation (the creation of
community groups) and is combined
with innovative approaches to
generating alternative revenues and
livelihoods, helping those they are
working with to take themselves out
of poverty.
4. Access to technology is an
important requirement for social
and environmental micro and
small enterprises.
SEED may wish
to propose that
policy makers
review how social
and environmental
enterprises are
contributing to
that economy, and
provide training and
other means for these
enterprises to build
more sustainable
businesses.

These micro and small enterprises
are making a significant investment
in the introduction or development
of new, more environmentally
friendly technologies and production
processes. This suggests opportunities
for SEED to work not only with policy
makers a more in depth review of the
types of technologies and processes
in demand by micro and small
enterprises (and this would correlate
to the skills gap research needed at
the local level), in order to determine
B  8IFUIFS HPPE DIBOOFMT GPS
JOGPSNBUJPO BOE DPNNVOJDBUJPO
BCPVU UFDIOPMPHZ BOE QSPDFTTFT
UP UIF NJDSP BOE TNBMM FOUFSQSJTF
TFDUPSFYJTUBUOBUJPOBMMFWFMT

C  8IFUIFS UIFSF BSF CBSSJFST UP UIF
JNQPSUJOHPSUSBOTGFSPGUFDIOPMPHZ
UP NJDSP BOE TNBMM FOUFSQSJTFT GPS
VTFBUUIFMPDBMMFWFM

This suggests opportunities for SEED to
worknotonlywithnationaldepartments
of environment and development, but
also with departments of industry,
science and technology.
5. Micro and small enterprises
consider partnerships to be one of
the most significant factors in their
success, but there continues to be
a need to build capacity to engage
and work effectively with others
on the ground. This suggests
that SEED should continue to
investigate and provide support on
how best to assist micro and small
enterprises in this critical area of
partnership management.
6. There is a gap in capacity among
social and environmental micro
and small enterprises on how
to determine and monitor more
direct, positive environmental
outcomes of their efforts.
While in general respondents
expressed a clear, often very
broad vision for environmental
improvements such as the protection
of biodiversity or the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions, they were
less able to describe more specific
environmental targets that were
within their scope and capacity to
monitor and measure.
SEED is in a position to address this
challenge through UNEP, and UNEP’s
work at national levels on integrated
environmental
assessment,
by
promoting the need to investigate
how social and environmental micro
and small enterprises can more
accurately determine key locally
relevant environmental indicators that
can be monitored more specifically
over the life of the enterprise.
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Background: The SEED
Initiative: Research and
Learning Agenda
The SEED Initiative is a partnership of
UNEP, UNDP and IUCN, hosted by UNEP.
SEED identifies, profiles, and supports
promising, locally-driven, start-up
enterprises working in developing
countries to improve livelihoods, tackle
poverty and marginalisation, and
manage natural resources sustainably.
A key characteristic of these social and
environmental entrepreneurs is how
they work in partnership with local
communities, governments, other NGOs
and other private sector businesses to
achieve their goals. In 2009 alone, over
1100 small, micro and medium sized
enterprises (micro and small enterprises)
applied for a SEED award, with five
successful “gold winners” and another 15
winners recognized and provided with
enterprise development support.
A central and defining feature of
SEED’s programme is its commitment
to a research and learning agenda.
By tracking the progress of these
enterprises as they grow, SEED’s research
seeks to increase technical knowledge
and understanding about these smallscale, locally-led activities. It studies
what enterprises like these need to
succeed, and prepares both tools to
help the global community of social
and environmental entrepreneurs,
and recommendations for policy- and
decision-makers on the necessary
enabling conditions for these enterprises
to contribute to a greener economy in
their countries.
IISD has been SEED’s research and
learning partner since August, 2007. One
of its primary research goals has been
to determine the success factors and
performance indicators of SEED award
winners. Based on the findings, IISD has
worked with SEED and others on tools
to support micro and small enterprises
around the world.
The following reports were prepared by
IISD for SEED and are available at XXX
TFFEJOJUPSH
 5ZQPMPHJFT GPS 1BSUOFSTIJQT GPS
4VTUBJOBCMF %FWFMPQNFOU BOE
GPS 4PDJBM BOE &OWJSPONFOUBM
&OUFSQSJTFT&YQMPSJOH4&&%XJOOFST

UISPVHIUXPMFOTFT)FBUIFS$SFFDI 
-FTMJF1BBT .JSVOB0BOB 
 $SJUJDBM 4VDDFTT 'BDUPST BOE
1FSGPSNBODF .FBTVSFT GPS 4UBSU
VQ 4PDJBM BOE &OWJSPONFOUBM
&OUFSQSJTFT %BWJE #PZFS  )FBUIFS
$SFFDI -FTMJF1BBT 
 4DBMFVQ BOE 3FQMJDBUJPO GPS 4PDJBM
BOE &OWJSPONFOUBM &OUFSQSJTFT
)FBUIFS$SFFDI 
 3FDPHOJUJPO
BOE
3FXBSE
1SPHSBNNFT
UIBU
TVQQPSU
&OUSFQSFOFVSTIJQ GPS 4VTUBJOBCMF
%FWFMPQNFOU -FTMJF 1BBT  )FBUIFS
$SFFDI 
The following tools have also been
developed in partnership with SEED:
 5IF &OUSFQSFOFVST 4FMG "TTFTTNFOU
5PPM  **4% BOE 4&&%   "O
JOUFSBDUJWF UPPM EFTJHOFE UP IFMQ
FOUSFQSFOFVST EFUFSNJOF IPX UIFJS
WFOUVSFT BSF NFFUJOH UIF DSJUJDBM
TVDDFTT GBDUPST OFDFTTBSZ GPS HPPE
QFSGPSNBODF IUUQXXXTFFEJOJU
PSHBQQTTFMGBTTFTTNFOU
 5IF &OUSFQSFOFVST 5PPMLJU **4% 
4&&% BOE UIF /PSUI "NFSJDBO
$PNNJTTJPO GPS &OWJSPONFOUBM
$PPQFSBUJPO   UP EBUF  XXX
FOUSFQSFOFVSTUPPMLJUPSH  6TJOH B
XJLJ BQQSPBDI BOE XPSLJOH XJUI
FOUSFQSFOFVST BSPVOE UIF XPSME 
UIF5PPMLJUIPMETJOGPSNBUJPOVTFGVM
UPUIPTFTFFLJOHUPTUSFOHUIFOUIFJS
TPDJBM  FOWJSPONFOUBM BOE CVTJOFTT
CPUUPNMJOFT

Objectives of the current
study into triple bottom
line performance
In 2009, the SEED Initiative sought to
understand better the performance of
social and environmental micro and
small enterprises: would it be possible
to determine whether and how such
enterprises were making a contribution
to social, environmental and business
progress within their communities?
The study was therefore designed
to focus on the SEED community of
entrepreneurs, both winners and
applicants to the programme, with the
following objectives in mind:

A key characteristic of
environmental entrepre
work in partnership wit
governments, other NG
sector businesses to ac

2009 SEED Winner:
One Million Cisterns

these social and
eneurs is how they
th local communities,
GOs and other private
chieve their goals

t

5P EFUFSNJOF XIFUIFS BOE UP
XIBU FYUFOU UIFTF TPDJBM BOE
FOWJSPONFOUBM
FOUFSQSJTFT
BSF TFUUJOH PCKFDUJWFT BOE
NPOJUPSJOH QFSGPSNBODF BHBJOTU
B iUSJQMF CPUUPN MJOFw  UIF TPDJBM 
FOWJSPONFOUBM BOE FDPOPNJD
DPOUSJCVUJPOT UIBU UIFJS FOUFSQSJTFT
DBONBLFUPUIFJSMPDBMDPNNVOJUJFT

t

5P EFUFSNJOF XIFUIFS UIFSF BSF
BEEJUJPOBM TPDJBM  FOWJSPONFOUBM
BOE FDPOPNJD CFOFöUT UP XIJDI
UIFTFNJDSPBOETNBMMFOUFSQSJTFTBSF
DPOUSJCVUJOH CFZPOEUIFJNNFEJBUF
UBSHFUTPGUIFJSFOUFSQSJTFT

t

5P JEFOUJGZ XIBU UIFTF NJDSP BOE
TNBMM FOUFSQSJTFT DPOTJEFS UP CF
FYUFSOBM FOBCMJOH GBDUPST BOE
CBSSJFST OBUJPOBM QPMJDJFT  MPDBM
MFWFM TVQQPSU  BOE TP GPSUI  UIBU
OFFE UP CF BEESFTTFE  UP JODSFBTF
UIF MJLFMJIPPE PG TVDDFTT GPS UIFTF
FOUFSQSJTFT

t

5P JEFOUJGZ UIF FOBCMJOH GBDUPST
BOE MJNJUBUJPOT JOUFSOBM UP UIF
PQFSBUJPOT BOE NBOBHFNFOU PG
UIFJS FOUFSQSJTFT UIBU NBZ SFRVJSF
BUUFOUJPOBTUIFFOUFSQSJTFTHSPX

t

#BTFEPOUIFJOGPSNBUJPOQSPWJEFE 
UP FTUBCMJTI B CBTFMJOF PG TPDJBM 
FOWJSPONFOUBM
BOE
CVTJOFTT
QFSGPSNBODF  BHBJOTU XIJDI CPUI
UIF PSJHJOBM TVSWFZ QPQVMBUJPO BOE
OFX BQQMJDBOUT UP 4&&% DBO CF
DPNQBSFEPWFSUJNF

Findings from this study could serve
several purposes:
t

t

'PS FOUSFQSFOFVST 5P IFMQ
FOUSFQSFOFVST DPOTJEFS NPSF
TZTUFNBUJDBMMZ
XIBU
UIFJS
QFSGPSNBODF
PCKFDUJWFT
BSF
GPS DPOUSJCVUJOH UP TVTUBJOBCMF
EFWFMPQNFOU BOE UP EFUFSNJOF
XIFUIFS UIF DSJUJDBM JOUFSOBM BOE
FYUFSOBM GBDUPST BSF JO QMBDF GPS
TVDDFTT
'PS QPMJDZ NBLFST 5P QSPWJEF
PCTFSWBUJPOT PO IPX MPDBM MFWFM
TVTUBJOBCMF
EFWFMPQNFOU
JT
CFJOH EFMJWFSFE CZ FOUSFQSFOFVST 
VQPO XIJDI 4&&% DBO CBTF
SFDPNNFOEBUJPOT UIBU QPMJDZ
NBLFST BU JOUFSOBUJPOBM  OBUJPOBM
BOEMPDBMMFWFMTDBOBEESFTT

Process for the
Longitudinal Study,
2009-2012
From 2005 to 2008, research by IISD and
its predecessor on SEED’s research work,
the Global Public Policy Institute, used
case study and key informant interview
approaches to collect data from the
small community of SEED winners.
While this was useful in the early stages
to describe micro and small enterprises
and some of the factors that might be
necessary to contribute to their success,
it was also recognized that the evidence
base was still small, and restricted to
individual snapshots of widely varying
enterprises. A more structured approach
was deemed necessary to expand the
base of information and to monitor
trends and changes over time.
Therefore, in 2009, IISD worked with the
SEED secretariat to develop a process to:
t

HBUIFS EBUB GSPN B CSPBEFS CBTF
PG TPDJBM BOE FOWJSPONFOUBM
FOUSFQSFOFVST  CZ SFBDIJOH CFZPOE
UIF XJOOFST UP BQQMJDBOUT BOE
öOBMJTUT

t

FTUBCMJTIBCBTFMJOFTPGQFSGPSNBODF
PGUIF4&&%DPNNVOJUZ BQQMJDBOUT 
öOBMJTUT XJOOFST UPNPOJUPSUSFOET
BOE DIBOHFT PWFS UIF OFYU GFX
ZFBST

t

FOTVSFDPOTJTUFODZJOEBUBDPMMFDUJPO
PWFSUJNFBOE

t

EFWFMPQBUPPMUIBUNJDSPBOETNBMM
FOUFSQSJTFTDPVMEVTFJOGVUVSFUPTFU
UIFJSPXOUBSHFUTBOENPOJUPSUIFJS
PXOQFSGPSNBODFPWFSUJNF

Central to the process was the design of
a survey instrument, based on previous
research into success factors and key
performance indicators, to elicit data
on social, environmental and business
targets and related activities, enabling
factors and barriers to progress. This
instrument was deployed in 2010 to
establish the baseline assessment of
the SEED community of applicants
and winners since its beginnings in
2005 up to the 2009 award cycle. It is
proposed that data could be collected
annually for three years (2010, 2011 and
2012), with a target date of 2012 for the
preparation of overall findings, trends
and recommendations for the Rio +20
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process on the contributions that micro
and small enterprises are making to a
global green economy.

Specifically, the questionnaire sought to
determine where are entrepreneurs at
in meeting their triple bottom line? And,
where would they like be?

Caveat

In order to ensure consistency with
international standards for sustainability
reporting, the Global Reporting Initiative
guidelines for small and medium sized
enterprises (SMEs) were consulted.
The requirement for a minimum of 10
indicators to be identified by an SME was
incorporated into the survey, with the
following modifications.

The study relies primarily on selfreporting by the respondents. SEED
is, among other activities, an awards
programme, and there is an inherent
risk that respondents will report more
favourably on progress in efforts to
attract SEED’s attention and support. An
effort to triangulate the data was made
in 2009 through interviews with selected
SEED winners and through inputs from
the SEED secretariat based on their own
field experience and correspondence
with selected SEED winners. Efforts
to triangulate data will be made in
subsequent years of the study though
similar processes.

2009/10 Survey
instrument
An online survey instrument consisting
of 38 questions was created in English,
French and Spanish (see Appendix 1).
The questions were designed to help
entrepreneurs perform “Triple Bottom
Line” planning for their enterprise:
setting and monitoring their targets
for providing social and environmental
benefits to their local community
and running a successful business. Its
approach was simple: Every enterprise
can benefit from regularly monitoring
how it is doing. To do that, the enterprise
needs to have a baseline against which
it can measure changes, and it needs to
set targets in order to assess whether it
is accomplishing what it set out to do.

 "T NPTU FOUFSQSJTFT JO UIF UBSHFU
TVSWFZ HSPVQ BSF NJDSP FOUFSQSJTFT 
BTLJOH GPS TFMG JEFOUJöDBUJPO BOE
SFQPSUJOH PO UFO JOEJDBUPST NJHIU
CF POFSPVT 5IFSFGPSF UIF TVSWFZ
XBT EFTJHOFE XJUI B NBOEBUPSZ
SFRVJSFNFOU GPS TFMG JEFOUJöDBUJPO
BOE SFQPSUJOH GPS POF NFBTVSFBCMF
UBSHFU FBDI PO FOWJSPONFOU  TPDJBM
BOE CVTJOFTT EJNFOTJPOT PG UIFJS
XPSL  XJUI UIF PQUJPO UP JEFOUJGZ
VQ UP UISFF 3FTQPOEFOUT XFSF UIFO
BTLFE UP JOEJDBUF XIBU QFSDFOUBHF
PGUIFTFUBSHFUTUIFZIBEBDIJFWFEUP
EBUF BTXFMMBTOBSSBUJWFDPNNFOUT
PO XIBU UIFZ IBE BDDPNQMJTIFE UP
EBUF
 $IFDLMJTUT PG BEEJUJPOBM TPDJBM 
FOWJSPONFOUBM
BOE
CVTJOFTT
JOEJDBUPST XFSF DSFBUFE  CBTFE PO
**4%T  BOE  SFTFBSDI JOUP
DSJUJDBM TVDDFTT GBDUPST BOE LFZ
QFSGPSNBODFJOEJDBUPST
 8JUI UIJT DPNCJOBUJPO PG TFMG
JEFOUJöDBUJPO BOE SFQPSUJOH PO
UBSHFUT BOE UIF øFYJCJMJUZ UP TFMFDU
BOE SFQPSU PO BEEJUJPOBM JOEJDBUPST
GSPNQSFTFUMJTUT BSFTQPOEFOUXPVME
QSPWJEFJOGPSNBUJPOPOBNJOJNVN

PG  QFSGPSNBODF JOEJDBUPST BOE B
NBYJNVNPG BTGPMMPXT

Social dimension:
 .JOJNVN   BOE NBYJNVN  
NFBTVSBCMF UBSHFUT GPS TPDJBM BOE
DPNNVOJUZEFWFMPQNFOUCFOFöUT
 1MBOOJOHGPSPUIFSTPDJBMCFOFöUTUP
CFBDIJFWFE
 1SPWJTJPO PG TLJMMT EFWFMPQNFOU BOE
USBJOJOH

Environmental dimension
 .JOJNVN   BOE NBYJNVN  
NFBTVSBCMFUBSHFUTGPSFOWJSPONFOU
BOEDPOTFSWBUJPO
 1MBOOJOH GPS PUIFS FOWJSPONFOUBM
CFOFöUTUPCFBDIJFWFE
 8IFUIFSUIFFOUFSQSJTFJTEFWFMPQJOH
PS JOUSPEVDJOH B OFX  NPSF
FOWJSPONFOUBMMZGSJFOEMZUFDIOPMPHZ
PSQSPEVDUJPOQSBDUJDF
 8IFUIFSUIFFOUFSQSJTFJTNJUJHBUJOH
QPUFOUJBM OFHBUJWF FOWJSPONFOUBM
JNQBDUT
 &OWJSPONFOU BOE DPOTFSWBUJPO
QVCMJD FEVDBUJPO BOE BXBSFOFTT
SBJTJOH

Business dimension
 .JOJNVN   BOE NBYJNVN  
NFBTVSFBCMF UBSHFUT GPS CVTJOFTT
QFSGPSNBODF
 8IFUIFS UIF FOUFSQSJTF NBOBHFS
JT BCMF UP NBLF B MJWJOH GSPN UIF
FOUFSQSJTF
 8IFUIFS FNQMPZFFT PS DPOUSJCVUPST
UPUIFFOUFSQSJTFBSFBCMFUPNBLFB
MJWJOHGSPNJU
In addition, the survey asked about the
internal and external influences on the
enterprise, following a modified SWOT
approach
(Strengths,
Weaknesses,
Opportunities, Threats).
Respondents
were asked to indicate external and
internal enabling factors (opportunities
and strengths) and external and
internal barriers to success (threats and
weaknesses).
The survey was designed by IISD in close
consultation with SEED. It was set up
and administered as follows: First the
questions were created with input from

the SEED secretariat and placed online. The
online survey instrument was reviewed
by IISD project participants and by former
IISD associate David Boyer, who led the
research in 2008 on critical success factors
and key performance indicators. The
instrument was then sent for translation
into French and Spanish. An online survey
service was selected (SurveyMonkey),
and all language versions and questions
were transferred online and extensively
reviewed and tested.
The target survey population was all
SEED applicants, finalists and winners,
from 2005 to 2009, who had indicated
on their applications that SEED could
contact them in future. However, contact
information from 2005 for applicants was
no longer available, so for 2005 only the
winners were included.
As the population was well defined and a
manageable size, it was decided to survey
the population as a whole rather than
attempt to sample only a portion of the
population. In total, 1583 entrepreneurs
were invited to participate. The survey
was open for two weeks initially, then
extended for another two weeks due
to requests for more time from several
respondents and to ensure participation
from as many SEED winners as possible.
Those winners who did not respond to
the online survey were subsequently
contacted directly by email and phone. Of
those, several were interviewed using the
survey questions, or information provided
by the winners directly to SEED was
reviewed and included in the data set.

1.6 Statistical accuracy
of the survey
Of the total survey population of
1583, 280 responses were received,
or 17.7% of the population as a
whole. We should note that within
that, data was included for 18 of 20
SEED winners, or 90% of the SEED
2005, 2007, and 2008 winners, and
the “gold” winners from 2009.
Using the IUUQXXXDVTUPNJOTJHIU
DP N  B S U J D M F T  SB O E P N  T B N Q M F 
DBMDVMBUPSBTQ calculator for survey
accuracy, our return rate suggests
95% confidence for an error of +/5.3% (results should be produced
within 5% of these findings 95
times out of 100).
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At the request of SEED, the data
was grouped into the following
regions, for ease of comparing with
the various awards programmes
that SEED would be running in
2010-2012.

Africa
The continent: includes North
African countries as well as subSaharan Africa

GRULAC
Latin America and the Caribbean

Asia
Includes South, Southeast, Central
and East Asia, and the Pacific
Islands

Other
European emerging economies
and western Asia (such as Russia,
Georgia, Turkey, Palestine, Yemen).
Reporting from this last group of
countries in the first year of the
study was so small that they were
combined into an “other” grouping.

Segment analysis (by region) has
greater variations in accuracy
because responses by segment are
lower. In particular, respondents
from
European
emerging
economies and western Asia are so
low in numbers that we chose not
to draw any conclusions related
specifically to findings for that
group.
The response group corresponds
fairly closely to the regional
distribution of SEED applicants (the
target for the survey population as
a whole). Regional segmentation
data for the population as a whole
was derived from SEED application
reports rather than the final email
distribution list (addresses often
cannot be analyzed for the exact
country location of the contact).
Nevertheless there is sufficient
complementary between the two
to suggest that the survey response
group does reflect the population
as a whole.

2009 SEED Gold Winner:
Shidhulai

1.7 A note on the format of
the report
Respondents provided a significant
amount of information in the text
and comments sections of the
survey. These have been included
in the report without attribution.
Where selected comments have
been included in the body of the
report, simple translations to English
have been provided in parentheses,
and minor corrections for spelling
have been made. The appendices
provide the original text.

SEED
Applicants

Survey
Respondents

Africa

42%

46%

Asia

33%

29%

GRULAC

19%

17%

Other

5%

8%
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2009 SEED Gold Winner:
Shidhulai

Chapter 2

Characteristics of
responding enterprises
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The SEED awards are designed to target
enterprises that involve multiple groups
of stakeholders (local organisations,
NGOs, and others). The contact person
for the lead organization that applied
for the SEED award tended to be the
individual who completed the survey.
The following section presents a profile
of the respondent group.

2.1 Regional distribution
Close to 50% of the respondents are
working in enterprises based in Africa
(including North Africa), with the next
largest group from Asia (see Chart 1).

2.2 Types of enterprises
We observed in a number of comments
through the survey that some
respondents were uncomfortable with
the term “enterprise”, viewing themselves
in a more traditional role as an NGO or
non-profit group. In comments provided

on types of enterprises and roles
within enterprises, a few respondents
noted positions within universities and
government agencies, but these account
for well under 10% of the response group.
Most respondents categorized their
enterprise as working in more than
one area (agriculture, climate change,
energy, and so forth). Of these, nearly
half (45%) are working in the agriculture
field, followed closely by ecosystem
management and conservation (See
Chart 2). While respondents were not
provided with an option to select
fisheries or aquaculture, a number
did indicate through comments that
they were also working in those areas.
Regional variations were relative minor
(see Chart 3). More African respondents
tended to be working in agriculture and
related activities, and on energy issues
than the other regions. There tended
to be marginally more Latin American
respondents working in enterprises
related to ecosystem management
and conservation, as well as the “green”
household and consumer products,
tourism and water management sectors.
Asia had more respondents in the climate
change, water and sanitation, and
forestry sectors.
However, the large number of respondents
(28% overall, and nearly half of the
Latin American respondents) who also
selected the category “other” suggests
that the original list was incomplete.

2009 SEED Gold Winner: © Kike
Arnal / Oro Verde

More African respondents tended to be
working in agriculture and related activities,
and on energy issues than the other regions.
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An analysis of the additional information
provided under “other” reveals the
following additional concentration of
activities:
t

.JDSPFOUFSQSJTFEFWFMPQNFOU

t

4PDJBMBOEDVMUVSBMEFWFMPQNFOU

t

5SBJOJOH FEVDBUJPO

t

1PMJDZSFTFBSDIBOEBEWPDBDZ

t

*OGPSNBUJPO BOE DPNNVOJDBUJPO
UFDIOPMPHJFT

2.3 Roles in the enterprise
Respondents were asked to indicate
their role in the enterprise, and were
allowed to select multiple roles ranging
from leadership (implying significant
responsibility for the enterprise) to
partnership
(shared
responsibility)
to no role at present (see Chart 4).
The original focus of SEED was on
local level partnerships; subsequent
research in 2007 and 2008 revealed that
SEED winners shared characteristics
more in keeping with micro and small
enterprises, although partnership was a
key characteristic and success factor for
the enterprises. In the roles question
in this survey, respondents were asked
to indicate, inter alia, whether they
considered themselves to be a partner
or a coordinator of a partnership. Even

with the ability to select multiple answers
for this question, only 10% took the view
that they were a “partner”; less than a
quarter saw their role as a coordinator
of a partnership. All other responses
suggest that respondents have a strong
leadership / ownership role in their
enterprise.
Half of those who filled
out the survey described themselves
as having “developed initial concept”,
and 45% also selected “leader”. Those
who provided additional clarifications
under “other” noted roles including
owner, director, deputy director, CEO,
coordinator, manager. This finding
reinforces previous research that these
enterprises see themselves somewhat
outside of the partnership role, and more
as the leaders/drivers of a locally based
initiative or business. Nevertheless,
partnerships are an important enabling
factor, as the data in section 7 will show.

2.4 Maturity of enterprise
More than half of the respondents
indicated that they started to develop
their enterprise within the past 5 years,
with another 23% within the past 10
years (see Chart 5). While this might
suggest that a significant number of
respondents’ enterprises are therefore
well established, when comparing this
data with the reported performance
on percentages of long term targets

attained, a different picture emerges.
Across all three dimensions, over 50%
of respondents (and in most cases over
60%) have achieved only 20% or less for
all long term targets.
This suggests that in general, respondents
matched what SEED considers its
“target” audience: the start up social
and environmental entrepreneurs, all
still in the early stages of building their
enterprises.

2.5 Adaptability of the
enterprise
Respondents were also asked whether
there had been any significant changes
in their enterprise since they originally
started working on it. Nearly half
indicated that they had expanded their
scope, and over one third also reported
diversification of activities (see Chart 6).

2008 SEED Winner:
Pintadas Solar
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2008 SEED Winner:
Lighting Up Hope
and Communities

Chapter 3
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At the heart of the survey was a group
of three questions. Respondents were
invited to provide up to three targets
for each dimension of sustainable
development, with the variation that
the economic dimension was covered
in part under social (benefits to
community members with respect to
new or alternative sources of income
contributing to their livelihoods and to
poverty alleviation) and under business
(how the enterprise is creating revenue
streams and sustaining itself and its
par tners/employees/par ticipants
financially). For each target, respondents
were asked to provide a note on
achievements to date on that target, and
also to indicate what percentage of the
target they believed they had achieved.
This component of the survey proved
to be the most challenging and timeconsuming for the respondents, but in
and of itself served as a capacity building
exercise for respondents to think more
critically about how to plan for results.
Several respondents commented as
follows:
t

t

5IJT TVSWFZ JT WFSZ VTFGVM GPS VT UP
MPPL BU UIF JOTUJUVUJPOT UBSHFUT GPS
OFYU UFO ZFBST BT XFMM BT UP MPPL
BU UIF HBQT JO UIF PQFSBUJPOBM
BOE NBOBHFNFOU BTQFDUT PG UIF
PSHBOJTBUJPO5IFTFRVFODJOHPGUIF
RVFTUJPOTXBTVTFGVMGPSBOTXFSJOH
QSPQFSMZBOERVJDLMZ
5IJT JT B WFSZ JNQPSUBOU TVSWFZ
CFDBVTFJUIFMQTVTUPXSJUFUIFHPBMT
BOE UBSHFUT GPS QSPWJEJOH TPDJBM
BOE FOWJSPONFOUBM CFOFöUT UP PVS
MPDBM DPNNVOJUZ  BOE SVOOJOH B
TVDDFTTGVMCVTJOFTT

When
combined,
the
reported
information can be viewed as 280 short
stories of social and environmental micro
and small enterprises in developing
countries. While the further development
of such stories into case studies (which
would require field validation) is beyond
the scope of this survey, the original,
unedited data is provided in Appendices
2-5. Appendix 2 provides the description
of the enterprises; Appendix 3 covers
social targets and progress notes;
Appendix 4 Environmental targets and
notes, and Appendix 5 the business
targets and notes. We have chosen
to leave the data sorted into each
dimension, but it is possible to track an
individual

TABLE 2: Enterprise description fo

32

A grassroots initiative of s

Social targets for respondent 3

32

Upper photo: Coffee in Tanzania
2009 SEED Winner: KOLCAFÉ
Lower photo:
2009 SEED Winner: Sunny Money
respondent’s targets by the individual
record number (see Table 2).

3.1 General findings

 8FSF UIF UBSHFUT TQFDJöD 
NFBTVSBCMF BOE BUUBJOBCMF PS
SFBMJTUJD XJUIJO B DMFBS UJNFGSBNF
4."35
 8BTUIFSFFWJEFODFPGQSPHSFTT 
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Environmental targets
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The written submissions were analysed
for the following:
 8FSF SFTQPOEFOUT DMFBS BCPVU UIF
EJòFSFODFT CFUXFFO UIF TPDJBM 
FOWJSPONFOUBM
BOE
CVTJOFTT
EJNFOTJPOT UIFiUSJQMFCPUUPNMJOFw 
PGUIFJSFOUFSQSJTFT  $-"3*5:

Target 1

Target 1
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5 permaculture

One per

demo sites to be

demo s

established in three

in Yaou

regions

Business targets
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Target 1
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raising
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or respondent 32

social enterprise based on indigenous permaculture, agro forestry and community education
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Table 3: % of respondents who did not provide targets

Social
targets

No
answer

Environmental
targets

No
answer

Business
targets

No
answer

Africa

11%

Africa

32%

Africa

37%

GRULAC

17%

GRULAC

29%

GRULAC

31%

Asia

20%

Asia

31%

Asia

33%

Other

32%

Other

36%

Other

45%

We should note that while it was
mandatory to provide at least one target
for each dimension, many respondents
entered a “null” or other character which
was sufficient to move on to other
questions. Respondents appeared most
willing to provide social targets, but on
average a third chose not to provide
either environmental targets or business
targets. Reasons for this may vary:
t

t

8F OPUFE UIBU JO TPNF DBTFT
JO SFTQPOTF UP UIF TPDJBM UBSHFU
RVFTUJPO  CPUI TPDJBM BOE
FOWJSPONFOUBM
UBSHFUT
XFSF
QSPWJEFE  3FTQPOEFOUT NBZ IBWF
GFMUUIBUUIFZIBEQSPWJEFETVóDJFOU
JOGPSNBUJPOBUUIBUQPJOU
3FTQPOEFOUT NBZ IBWF GPVOE UIF
TVSWFZ MPOH BOE DIPTFO GSPN UIBU
QPJOUPOMZUPBOTXFSRVFTUJPOTUIBU
EJEOPUSFRVJSFXSJUUFOSFTQPOTFT

90
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t

3FTQPOEFOUT NBZ IBWF GPVOE JU
NPSFEJóDVMUUPJEFOUJGZFJUIFSDMFBS
FOWJSPONFOUBM PS CVTJOFTT UBSHFUT 
5IJT QPTTJCJMJUZ JT SFJOGPSDFE CZ UIF
BOBMZTJT PG UIF FOWJSPONFOUBM BOE
CVTJOFTT SFTQPOTFT XIFSF DMBSJUZ
BOETQFDJöDJUZPGUBSHFUTUFOETUPCF
MPXFSUIBOGPSTPDJBMUBSHFUT

3.2 Social targets
Note: calculations include those who
chose not to provide an answer to the
question. (See Chart 7)
Over three quarters of respondents
(slightly lower for countries in the “other”
category) were able to set at least one
target that was clearly for the social and
community development benefits that
they want to achieve within ten years.

For example:

From Asia:

From the African region:

Target 1: Involve 30% women to deliver
energy services

Target 1: Train 262 smallholder coffee
farmers on improved coffee production
techniques
t

1SPHSFTTOPUF5SBJOFEGBSNFST
PO IPX UP NBLF .BOVSF #BTFE
$PNQPTU .#$  GPS VTF PO UIFJS
GBSNT

Target 2: Start marketing high quality
coffee at the lucrative Moshi auction
and direct sale
t

1SPHSFTT OPUF )BWF SFHJTUFSFE
/ZBNVIVOHB ,PMDBGF 1SPKFDU
UP FOBCMF JTTVBODF PG B USBEJOH
MJDFOTF

Target 3: Establish a Savings and Credit
Cooperative Society (SACCOS)
t

1SPHSFTTOPUF-BOEGPSEFWFMPQJOH
JOGSBTUSVDUVSF IBT CFFO BDRVJSFE
BOE TFOTJUJTBUJPO PG NFNCFST
BCPVUTUBSUJOH4"$$04TUBSUFE

From Latin America:
Target 1: Criar 50 postos de trabalho
para mulheres da comunidade [Create
50 jobs for women in the community]
t

1SPHSFTT OPUF $SJBNPT NBJT EF
 QPTUPT EF USBCBMIP QBSB BT
QFTTPBTVTVÈSBTEFOPTTPQSPKFUP
<8F DSFBUFE PWFS  KPCT GPS UIF
QFPQMFPGPVSQSPKFDU>

Target 2: Capacitar 200 mulheres [Train
200 women]
t

1SPHSFTT OPUF &TUBNPT DPN 
NVMIFSFT JOTDSJUBT OPT DVSTPT
EF DBQBDJUBÎÍP $FSDB EF  KÈ
FOUSBOEP OP TJTUFNB QSPEVUJWP
<8F IBWF  XPNFO FOSPMMFE JO
USBJOJOH DPVSTFT "CPVU  IBWF
BMSFBEZ FOUFSFE UIF QSPEVDUJPO
TZTUFN>

Target 3: Criar fundo para ser utilizado
em educação e saúde [Create fund to
be used in education and health]
t

1SPHSFTTOPUFGVOEPBJOEBOÍPGPJ
DSJBEP  QPSÏN Ï VNB QSJPSJEBEFT
<5IFGVOEIBTOPUZFUCFFODSFBUFE 
CVUJUJTBQSJPSJUZ>

t

1SPHSFTT OPUF 0OF BEEJUJPOBM
GFNBMF WJMMBHF UFDIOJDJBO JO
PQFSBUJPO

Target 2: Provision of electricity to
2,000 additional off grid villages in Laos
t

1SPHSFTT OPUF  PòHSJE
WJMMBHFTFMFDUSJöFEUPEBUF

Target 3: Capacity building to
international standards amongst ALL
employees
t

1SPHSFTT OPUF *OUFSOBM &OHMJTI
BOE DPNQVUFS USBJOJOH TDIFNF 
OBUJPOBMTUBòBUUFOETFNJOBST

Occasionally, we noted that respondents
stated more ambitious and broad goals,
but were able to report more specifically
on what they had accomplished, for
example:
Target: Eradicate poverty through
selling handicrafts in international
markets for fair prices
t

1SPHSFTT OPUF XF IBE BDIJFWFE
UXP DMJFOUT GSPN &VSPQF CVZJOH
IBOEJDSBGUT UISPVHI QBSUOFSTIJQ
XJUI &VSPQFBO USBEF IPMEJOH
PSHBOJTBUJPO

Target: Renforcer les capacités des
groupes cibles[Strengthening the
capacity of target groups]
t

1SPHSFTTOPUFEFTDMVCTEÏDPVUF
TPJU FOWJSPO  QFSTPOOFT
<-JTUFOJOH DMVCT PG BCPVU 
QFPQMF>

We also noted that in some cases,
respondents provided a combination of
both social and environmental targets
and progress notes. The following
respondent addressed both issues
under their social dimension targets:
Target 1: To plant 1000 000 trees to
reduce the deforestation in my country
t

1SPHSFTT OPUF XF IBWF NBOBHFE
UPSFQMBOUUSFFT

Target 2: economically empower
women
t

1SPHSFTT OPUF XF IBWF TUBSUFE 
QFBOVUCVUUFSQSPKFDUTGPSXPNFO

23

80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

Target: empower women

notes were less detailed or not related
to the target. The gap between “Clarity”
and “SMARTness” is consistently greater
for environmental targets than either for
social or business targets, suggesting that
while respondents understand that their
work may contribute to environmental
protection, restoration and healthy
ecosystems, they have less capacity
to determine what they can reliably
measure and monitor over time.

t

For example:

Target 3: retention of children in schools
t

1SPHSFTTOPUFXFIBWFSFUVSOFE
DIJMESFOCBDLUPTDIPPM

While those who chose to provide
targets were able to be clear on the
social dimension of the target, we noted
a challenge in meeting the criteria of
specific, measureable or attainable:

1SPHSFTT
OPUF
8PNFO
FNQPXFSNFOU UISPVHI TFMG IFMQ
HSPVQ DSFEJUMJOLBHF TLJMMTUSBJOJOH

3.3 Environmental
targets

Target: Apoyar la creación de negocios
que tengan un impacto ambiental positive
[Support the creation of businesses that
have a positive environmental impact]
t

Note: Calculations include those who
chose not to provide an answer to the
question (See Chart 8).
Respondents from Latin America and
the Caribbean tended to be able to more
clearly differentiate their environmental
targets from social and business targets,
compared to the other regions. However,
they were less able to meet the criteria
of specific, measurable or attainable.
And in general, respondents appeared
to find it more difficult to set “SMART”
environmental targets, and the progress

1SPHSFTT OPUF 5PEPT MPT QSPZFDUPT
OP EFCFO EF UFOFS JNQBDUP
BNCJFOUBM <"MM QSPKFDUT TIPVME
IBWF OP <OFHBUJWF>FOWJSPONFOUBM
JNQBDU>

Target: Promote environmental
awareness for women
t

1SPHSFTT OPUF "WPJE UIF <VTF PG
QMBTUJD> DBSSZ CBHT  <PUIFS> QMBTUJD
JUFNTQSPNPUFLJUDIFOHBSEFO

Target: To provide clean water and
electricity for the communities where
the enterprise is located

2009 SEED Winner:
Sunny Money

t

1SPHSFTTOPUF*OUIFQSPDFTT

Further, where targets are set, in particular
with respect to carbon dioxide and other
green house gas emission reductions, it
is unclear how progress on the targets
is being measured and how reliable the
reporting might be:

t

Target 2: 100% of jobs produced are
energy friendly.
t

Target: Save tonnes of carbon dioxide
emissions
t

1SPHSFTTOPUF</PQSPHSFTTOPUFE>

Target: 2 million tonnes carbon dioxide
emissions reductions generated
t

1SPHSFTT OPUF   FNJTTJPOT
SFEVDUJPOTHFOFSBUFE

However, where the SMART criteria were
met, it is encouraging to note the level of
detail provided:

From Africa:
Target 1: 50,000 mangrove seedlings
planted and rehabilitation of mangrove
wetland area
t

1SPHSFTT OPUF  TFFEMJOHT
QMBOUFE

1SPHSFTT OPUF  PG UIF  
USFFT QMBOUFE BSF OPX PWFS UXP
ZFBSTPME

1SPHSFTT OPUF %FWFMPQNFOU PG
UISFF QSPEVDUT XIJDI BSF CBTFE PO
QSPEVDUJPO JO UIF 4PMBS $PPLFST 
UIFSF BSF DPOUJOVFE TBMFT PG TPMBS
QBOFMTBOEUIFQSJDFIBTMPXFSFE

Target 3: 40% reduction of use of
firewood in the community.
t

1SPHSFTT OPUF  GBNJMJFT BSF
SFHVMBSMZ VTJOH TPMBS DPPLFST  XF
IBWF CFHVO XPSL PO JOUFHSBUFE
DPPLJOHBMUFSOBUJWFT

From Asia:
Target 1:
Number of ecological
restoration of polluted rivers and lakes to
be increased to 40
t

1SPHSFTT OPUF  SJWFST BOE  MBLFT
BSFVOEFSUBLFO

Target 2:
Integration of ecological
security in about 10 township projects

Target 2: 60% of local community
actively participating in environmental
conservation initiative and at least
1
community
forest
association
(CFA) formed along the Kilifi Creek in
Mtwapa

Target 2: Adoption of students every
year for summer training, internship and
research projects

t

t

1SPHSFTT OPUF MPDBM DPNNVOJUZ
IBWFCFFOTFOTJUJ[FEBOE,XFUVIBT
CSPVHIU HPWFSONFOU EFQBSUNFOUT
XIP IBWF OPX BDDFQUFE UP XPSL
DMPTFMZXJUI,XFUVUPFOTVSFB$'"JT
GPSNFE

Target 3: Ownership of forest protected
areas by local community to enhance
conservation
t

1SPHSFTT OPUF öTIFS GPML BOE
UIF 'PSFTUSZ EFQBSUNFOU IBWF
CFFO MJOLFE UP XPSL BT B UFBN
PO QSPUFDUFE BSFBT UPXBSET
DPOTFSWBUJPO UISPVHI QMBOUJOH PG
NBOHSPWFT BOE UFSSFTUSJBM USFFT
&OWJSPONFOUBMFEVDBUJPOPòFSFEUP
UIFDPNNVOJUZ

From Latin America:
Target 1: 20,000 trees planted and
surviving.

t

1SPHSFTT OPUF  UPXOTIJQT IBWF
HJWFOUIFJOQVU

1SPHSFTTOPUFTUVEFOUTGSPNQPTU
HSBEVBUF DPVSTFT JO FOWJSPONFOUBM
TDJFODFBOEFOHJOFFSJOH

Social target:

60%
of local community
actively participating
in environmental
conservation
initiative and at least
1 community forest
association (CFA)
formed along the
Kilifi Creek in Mtwapa

For most respondents providing “SMART”
targets, though, we observed that
respondents tended to provide measures
related to the following:
t

JODSFBTFEFOWJSPONFOUBMFEVDBUJPO
BOEBXBSFOFTTJOUIFDPNNVOJUJFT

t

OVNCFST PG GBNJMJFT VTJOH NPSF
FOWJSPONFOUBMMZ GSJFOEMZ QSPEVDUT 
BOEQSPDFTTFT TPMBSMBNQT DJTUFSOT
GPSXBUFS PSHBOJDGBSNJOH FUD

t

OVNCFSTPGUSFFTQMBOUFE

Measures related more directly to
ecosystem benefits (CO2 reductions,
watersheds restored, water quality
improved, biodiversity protected, etc.)
were much less evident.
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3.4 Business targets
Note: calculations include those who
chose not to provide an answer to the
question. (See Chart 9)
Respondents were least clear about
their business targets, with many not
differentiating between targets related to
social or environmental benefits within
their communities and what they and
their participants/employees needed in
order to stay in operation. For example:

1SPHSFTT OPUF y UIF QSPHSBNNF
IBT CFFO BCMF UP HFOFSBUF BCPVU
PGUIFBOOVBMCVEHFUUPSVOUIF
QSPHSBNNF

From Latin America:
Target: Generar ingresos mensuales de
US$ 50000 [Generate monthly income of
U.S. $ 50,000]
t

1SPHSFTT OPUF 4F UJFOF VO HSVQP
EF UFDOPDPT RVF SFDJCFO VO QBHP
NFOTVBM<BHSPVQPGUFDIOJDJBOTBSF
SFDFJWJOHBNPOUIMZQBZNFOU>

Target:
Provide skills training on
construction of domestic and institutional
energy saving stoves to 90 youth

Target:
firmar contratos con 20
socios nacionales y o internacionales
[Sign contracts with 20 national and
international partners]

t

t

1SPHSFTT OPUF .PCJMJ[BUJPO BOE
QSPWJTJPO PG TLJMM USBJOJOHT PO
JOTUJUVUJPOBM BOE EPNFTUJD FOFSHZ
TBWJOHTUPWFTUP:PVUI

Target: Concientizar a la poblacion la
importancia de sembrar plantas [Raise
public awareness about the sowing of
plants]
However, where respondents were
clearly focused on business targets, those
targets also met the SMART criteria.

From Africa:
Target : Generate return interest from
beneficiaries at $300 per sale

1SPHSFTT OPUF BM NPNFOUP TF FTUB
USBCBKBOEP DPO  PSHBOJ[BDJPOFT
TPDJBT
RVF
BQPSUBO
DPO
öOBODJBNJFOUP B MPT QSPZFDUPT
FKFDVUBEPT QPS OPTPUSPT <XPSLJOH
XJUI TJY QBSUOFS PSHBOJTBUJPOT UP
QSPWJEFGVOEJOHUPQSPKFDUTFYFDVUFE
CZVT>

From Asia:
Target 2: 15 dealerships, 10 national
corporate clients and 3 international
corporate clients
t

1SPHSFTT OPUF  EFBMFSTIJQT 
 OBUJPOBM BOE  JOUFSOBUJPOBM
DPSQPSBUFDMJFOU

Respondents were
least clear about
their business
targets, with many
not differentiating
between targets
related to social
or environmental
benefits within
their communities
and what they and
their participants/
employees needed
in order to stay in
operation.

Target 3: 12000 small and marginal
farmers !"#$%&!"$'()&')*+,+#"$-')./0&'+00
t


1SPHSFTTOPUFGBSNFST
BMSFBEZQBSUJDJQBUJOH



3.5 Evidence of progress
The written reporting on progress
was detailed and extensive, indicating
significant levels of effort across the
board on all targets in all dimensions.
Respondents were also asked to indicate
what percentage of their targets they
believe they have achieved to date. The
reporting on percentages of targets
achieved provides a clearer picture of
where these enterprises are at.
In general, performance is (perhaps not
surprisingly) strongest for the first target

identified, on all three dimensions (see
Chart 10). But the trajectories are fairly
consistent across all three targets and all
three dimensions, with the majority of
respondents achieving 50% or less of their
targets at this point in their development
(see Charts 10, 11, and 12). This provides
an important baseline against which to
measure progress over the coming years.
Of the three dimensions, performance
on social targets is somewhat stronger
than the other two. For example, on the
first target, only a third of respondents
indicated that they have achieved only
10% or less towards their target, with
close to one third having achieved up
to 30% of their target. Performance on
the environment targets is somewhat
lower, with over 40% reporting 10% or
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less achieved, and only another 20%
reporting up to 30% achieved.
When compared with our analysis of
the written descriptions of targets and
progress to date, where we note that
environmental targets tend to be less
specific, measurable and realistic, it is
perhaps not surprising that respondents
are less confident that they are achieving
those targets. In a few cases, though,
respondents reported that they had
achieved their first environmental target.
Finally, performance on business targets
is the most difficult, with just under half
at the 10% or less mark, and another
23% achieving up to 30% of their target.

3.5.1 Regional variations
Segmentation of the data by region
reveals some interesting variations on
progress, although we should note that
the smaller numbers, in particular for the
few countries from European emerging
economies and western Asia in the
“other” category have a higher margin of
error. If we exclude the “other” category
because of the low numbers reporting,
then it can be observed that the Asian
respondents are somewhat further along
in achieving their social targets, while
the Latin America group is stronger on
performance towards environmental
and business targets than Africa or Asia
(see Charts 13, 14, and 15).

The level
of attention
provided to
the training of
women was
impressive: on
average, 56%
of respondents
reported that
50% or more
of those being
trained are
women.

3.5.2 Gender analysis
Two questions on the survey were
designed to elicit more specific
information about inclusion of women in
the work and benefits of the enterprises:
whether the enterprise was providing
new or alternative livelihoods for
women, and what percentage of people
having skills developed were women.
2007 SEED Winner:
T’ikapapa

The majority of respondents indicated
that their enterprises were supporting
the provision of livelihoods for women
(60%). We should note, though, that
this was not the most important social
benefit they believed they were helping
to deliver for the local community: other
benefits ranked even higher, including
support for community organizing,
improving access to education,
improving community members’ sense
of self worth, and the provision of
livelihoods in general (see Chart 16).
The provision of training or skills
development to women was also
significant: only 5% of respondents
indicated that no women were
benefitting from the training provided.
The level of attention provided to the

training of women was impressive: on
average, 56% of respondents reported
that 50% or more of those being trained
are women (see Section 4 and Chart 20
for more details).
However, an analysis of the first social
and business targets reveals a different
emphasis: only 11% of the response
group reference women in their first
social target; and only 3% in their first
business target, for example:
t

0SJFOU BU MFBTU POF XPNFOT
HSPVQ JOUP JOOPWBUJWF BHSJDVMUVSBM
FOUFSQSJTFJOFBDIPGEJTUSJDUT

t

 GFNBMF IFBEFE IPVTFIPMET
KPJOJOH UIF 7JMMBHF &HH .PEFM
QSPKFDUFWFSZNPOUI

This data suggests that, while the micro
and small enterprises are clearly working
to ensure that women at the local level
are benefitting from the livelihoods
generation and training efforts of the
enterprise, the enterprises themselves
may not be focused primarily on
women, when compared to the many
other objectives the enterprises are
attempting to achieve.
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Chapter 4

Additional indicators of
performance on the social
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In addition to setting their targets and
providing progress notes, the survey
population was also asked to report on
two other measures for performance on
the social dimension of their enterprise:
t

1MBOOJOHGPSPUIFSTPDJBMCFOFöUTUP
CFBDIJFWFE

t

1SPWJTJPOPGTLJMMTEFWFMPQNFOUBOE
USBJOJOH

4.1 Planning for other
social benefits to be
achieved
Respondents were asked to select from a
list of other benefits to come to the local
community as a result of the enterprise.
This provided respondents with an
opportunity to identify more clearly
benefits being realised in the event that
they either were challenged by the task to
set targets, or were involved in providing
a wider range of benefits than the targets
exercise allowed.
Fully three quarters of respondents
indicated that, more than any other
benefit being achieved, they were
helping communities to organise
through the creation of groups within the
communities. This suggests that there is
a significant investment in strengthening
the social structure and resilience of the
community.
This finding is reinforced by the next
most commonly reported benefit:

% of respondents who selected the benefits
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that the enterprise is contributing to
strengthening community members’
sense of self worth (see Chart 16). Specific
mention in comments was also made by a
number of respondents to the protection
and empowerment of marginalised
groups, protection of local cultures and
languages, and strengthening capacity
for local governance. Respondents were
also more likely to provide progress notes
on how they were supporting community
organising than for most other benefits:
t

3FHJTUFSFE <UIF> 1SPKFDU BT BO
FOUJUZ GPS UIF GBSNFST 4FOTJUJ[JOH
NFNCFSTUPTUBSU4"$$04UPFOBCMF
NPCJMJ[BUJPOPGMPDBMGVOET

t

4USPOH XPNFO HSPVQT IBWF CFFO
FTUBCMJTIFE BOE IBWF BMSFBEZ
JOJUJBUFE
JODPNF
HFOFSBUJOH
BDUJWJUJFT 5IF HSPVQT JODMVEJOH
ZPVUI HSPVQT BSF BMSFBEZ UBLJOH
QBSUJOLFZEFDJTJPONBLJOHPSHBOT 
UIFJS WJTJCJMJUZ IBT CFFO JODSFBTFE
BOE FWFO QVCMJTIFE JO 6/%1 (&'
DBMFOEBST 5IF ZPVUI HSPVQ JT
QSPWJEJOH CBTJD IFBMUI DBSF BOE
BDDFTTUP)*7"*%TTFSWJDFTPSQIBOT
BOEXJEPXTBSFBMTPBTTJTUFE

Respondents also provided progress
notes on education benefits, such as:
t

*ODSFBTFE FOSPMNFOU JOUP TDIPPMT
IBTCFFOSFBMJ[FE

t

8FBSFTFFJOHGBSNFSTXIPBSFBCMF
UPUBLFUIFJSDIJMESFOUPTDIPPMT

A total of 16% of respondents noted other
benefits not on the list that they were

providing to their communities. Of these,
technology transfer was mentioned most
frequently.
In reporting on benefits, respondents
also took the time to identify barriers to
performance. These have been included
in Section 7 on enabling factors and
barriers. The full list of progress notes
on other benefits has been included in
Appendix 6.

4.2 Provision of skills
development and training
The response to the question on whether
skills development and training were
provided to community members was
one of the strongest in the whole survey.
Over 90% of respondents indicated that
some form of training/skills development
was being provided as part of the
enterprise’s work in the community (see
Chart 17).

Results for Latin America were slightly
higher, but in general there is little
regional variation, with the exception of
those countries in the “other” category,
where response was about 10% lower
than GRULAC or Africa (but nevertheless
still high) (see Chart 18).
What was even more significant were the
numbers of people being trained: one
third of respondents indicated that over
200 people in the communities were
benefitting from skill training provided
by the enterprise, and over half reported
that 50 or more were benefitting (see
Chart 19).
The level of attention given to training
women in particular was also impressive.
In Africa, close to 50% of respondents
indicated that 50% or more of those
being trained were women; in Latin
America, nearly 60% of the respondents
reported that 50% or more being trained
were women, with Asia not far behind, at
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53% reporting a similar level of attention
to training women. In Africa and Asia, the
same level of attention has been given to
training youth.

One third of the
respondents indicated that
200 or more people in the
community are receiving
training

However in Latin America, less attention
appears to be paid to youth training, with
over 70% reporting that 40% or less of
those being trained were youth (see Chart
20). Given the level of unemployment of
youth in the Latin America and Caribbean
region (17% 1), micro and small enterprises
could be encouraged further in future to
ensure that youth, as well as women, are
benefitting from the transfer of skills and
training.

none at present

Over 50%
indicated
that 50 or
more people
in the
community
are receiving
training

4.3 Capacity for training
and skills development
and types of training
provided
It is useful to note here that when
respondents
provided
additional
comments on their type of enterprises,
only 6% indicated that they considered
themselves training organisations. And
yet, 90% of them are involved in some
aspect of training and education with
their communities.
When correlated to the numbers
of respondents who indicated that
they were introducing or developing
new, more environmentally friendly
technologies and production processes
into their communities (66%), the training
burden becomes even more significant.
This raises questions about whether the
enterprises have sufficient capacity to
manage training in addition to all other
aspects of their work.
This observation is reinforced later in
the survey findings. When respondents
were asked about barriers to success (see
Section 7), the single most significant
barrier to overcome was lack of access
to funds for training, followed by lack
of adequate technical skills in the
community (see Chart 21).
This challenge of the lack of technical
skills emerges elsewhere in the data as
well. Several respondents noted this
when reporting on their progress towards
achieving environmental benefits, for
example:
t

KVTU CFHJOOJOH  DPOTUSBJOFE CZ OP
1

GVOETPSUFDIOJDBMFYQFSUJTF
An analysis of additional comments on
types of training and skills development
being provided revealed the following
(see Chart 22; see Appendix 7 for the full
list of comments):

1. Over half of the respondents
reported
that
they
were
undertaking a range of training
activities in the communities,
usually a combination of some type
of technical training with business
management or microfinancing
skills, for example:
t

yNJDSPöOBODF
TLJMMT
BOE
TVTUBJOBCMF NPEFSO GBSNJOH
NFUIPETVTJOH&DPTBOUFDIOPMPHZ

t

DBQBDJUZ CVJMEJOH PG QSPEVDFST JO
FDPMPHJDBM GBSNJOH QSBDUJDFTy
<BOE>DSFEJUNFDIBOJTNTGPSGBSNFST
JOUIF4ÍP1BVMPDJUZ

2. Skills development activities can
vary widely within one enterprise:
t

y4UJUDIJOH 
TFXJOH
BOE
ESFTT EFTJHOJOH  IBOEJDSBGUT 
FNCSPJEFSJFT 
MJWFTUPDL
BOE
EBJSZ QSPEVDUT QSPDFTTJOH BOE
QSFTFSWBUJPO  CVòBMP  DPX BOE
TIFFQSBJTJOH TNBMMDSFEJUTGPSTNBMM
BOEGBNJMZCVTJOFTTFOUJUJFT

#BTFEPO(MPCBM&NQMPZNFOU5SFOET+BOVBSZ *OUFSOBUJPOBM-BCPVS0óDF
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Lack of adequate
technical skills in
the community
Difficulty in finding
funding for training

Lack of government programmes
for community development

Lack of community environmental
education/awareness

Lack of adequate skills in the community
(engineering,production, service, etc.)

Lack of environmental programmes
in schools

Difficulty in finding courses for training people
from the local community

Lack of government programmes
for small business development

Difficulty in finding funding to support
training people from the local community

Complexity of government regulations for
business, including import/export regulations

Lack of national legislation/regulations
for environment

Government programmes exist
but dificult to access

Lack of environmental monitoring and enforcement
mechanisms at the local level

Economic crisis/recession in
the target market

Lack of local government support for
local conservation

35

36%
25%
15%
11%
8%
8%

Agriculture, farm management: includes crops, animal
husbandry,bee keeping,organic methods, land
management
Business management: includes marketing, microfinance,
entrepreneurship
Community development process skills (eg. consultation,
conflict resolution leadership, understanding of rights,
protection of local culture, advocacy

7%

Resource management: includes protected areas, protection
of biodiversity, field research skills, general environmental
education

7%

Tourism ( guiding skills, local environmental and cultural
knowledge, hospitality

7%
6%
5%
4%
4%

Energy technologies(solar biogas); household energy use
Arts and crafts, soaps, clothing
Health, social work, child care and early childhood
education
Computers, ICTs (includes new media, GIS, etc.)
Job preparation, vocational skills
Forestry and forest products
Fisheries, aquaculture
Water management technologies

4%

Waste technologies

4%

Manufaturing

Food processing

2%
0%

5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

3. Training in new or improved
agricultural practices dominates
the responses, followed by training
in small business management
and entrepreneurship.

technologies), organic and nonorganic (chemicals) techniques for
pest and blight management, oil
distillation from wild and cultivated
plants, and food processing.

4. Training can be highly technical,
focused on the introduction of
new technologies, such as ICTs
(including GIS and remote sensing
data processing), seed production
technology, solar, biomass and
biogas,
water
management
(irrigation
and
membrane

5. The training is often accompanied
by broader community awareness
and education efforts, for example:
t

" MPDBM DPNNVOJUZ SFTFBSDIFS BOE
B MPDBM JOUFSO IBWF CFFO USBJOFE
JO MBCPSBUPSZ TLJMMT  NBOHSPWF
SFTUPSBUJPO TLJMMT  öFME CJPMPHZ
TLJMMT  BOE CJPSFNFEJBUJPO TLJMMT 

.BOHSPWF SFTUPSBUJPO TLJMMT IBWF
CFFO QSPNPUFE BU DPNNVOJUZ
HBUIFSJOHTBOEIJHITDIPPMT

4.4 Serving a bridging
role to influence national
policy

FOWJSPONFOU 1)&  QSPHSBNNF JT
OPX PQFSBUJOH BU B SFHJPOBM TDBMF
XJUIBNCJUJPVTQMBOTGPSSFQMJDBUJPO
JODPNJOHNPOUIT
t

5IFHPWFSONFOU<XBTDPOWJODFE>UP
EPBTQFDJöD<XJOEFOFSHZ>TUVEZy
UIBUGPVOEPVSIJMMZSJEHFUPNFBTVSF
NFUSFTQFSTFDPOEPOBWFSBHF

Most interesting, however, are the
policy outcomes reported by a number
of respondents, suggesting that
respondents are playing a bridging
role between local and national actors,
requiring significant efforts on their part
to influence policy makers to create and
support an environment for changes at
the local level, for example:

t

-BTU ZFBS  GBSNFST XFSF JOWJUFE UP
QBSUJDJQBUF JO EJTDVTTJPOT PO UIF
NBOBHFNFOU QMBOT PG UIF 'JFME
3JWFS /BUVSF 3FTFSWF BOE UIF "MUPT
EF /TPSL /BUJPOBM 1BSL 5IFZ BMTP
QBSUJDJQBUFE JO UIF QMBOOJOH PG
UIF QSPKFDU QSPQPTBM TVCNJUUFE UP
(&' PO <TVTUBJOBCMF> &DPTZTUFN
$POTFSWBUJPOJO&RVBUPSJBM(VJOFB

t

(PWFSONFOU EFDJTJPO NBLFST IBWF
CFFO CSPVHIU UP UIF XPNFO BU UIF
WJMMBHFMFWFM

t

t

(PWFSONFOUJTSFDPHOJ[JOHUIFSPMF
PGOPOUSBEJUJPOBMDBTIDSPQT

t

5IF PSHBOJTBUJPO IBT TVDDFFEFE UP
DPOWJODF (PWFSONFOU UP JODSFBTF
GBSNFSTDPNQFOTBUJPOGSPNUP


t

5IF QSPKFDU JT JOøVFODJOH
OBUJPOBM QPMJDZ BMSFBEZ UIF
JOUFHSBUFE QPQVMBUJPO   IFBMUI BOE

"U UIF OBUJPOBM MFWFM  XF BSF
BEWJTJOHUIFHPWFSONFOUTPG4PVUI
"GSJDB %FQBSUNFOU PG 4DJFODF BOE
5FDIOPMPHZBOEUIF%FQBSUNFOUPG
8BUFS BOE &OWJSPONFOUBM "òBJST 
BOE *OEJB /BUJPOBM #JPEJWFSTJUZ
"VUIPSJUZ POIPXCFTUUPJNQMFNFOU
"#4 <"DDFTT BOE #FOFöU 4IBSJOH>
MBXT UP SFDPHOJ[F DVTUPNBSZ MBXT
BOEUSBEJUJPOBMBVUIPSJUJFT TVQQPSU
DPNNVOJUZNBOBHFNFOUPGOBUVSBM
SFTPVSDFT BOEFOTVSFUIBUBOZ"#4
EFBMTUIBUBSFCSPLFSFEBSFGBJSBOE
FRVJUBCMF

2007 SEED Winner:
T’ikapapa

This challenge of the lack of technical skills
emerges elsewhere in the data as well. Several
respondents noted this when reporting on their
progress towards achieving environmental
benefits
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2005 SEED Winner:
Harvesting Seabuckthorn
at the top of the world
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Chart 23: Have you planned for other environmental benefits to come from your enterprise?
80%
67%

70%
60%

51%

50%
40%
30%

68%
56%

48%
35%

31%
24%

20%

15%

11.83%

10%

2.15%

0%
Improved household air quality

Protection of local biodiversity

Improved air quality in urban environment

Protection of local ecosystems (forests, wetlands, watersheds etc.)

Reduction of carbon dioxide emissions (climate change mitigation)

Reduction of land degradation from poor farming practices

Access to clean water

Other(s)

Improved coastal marine environment

None that I can think of

Reduction of waste going to local garbage dumps

As with the social dimension, in addition
to asking respondents to disclose
targets and their progress against those
targets, we asked several questions to
identify other indications of progress on
the environmental dimension of their
enterprises. These questions were based
on the research for SEED in 2008 on key
performance indicators for micro and
small enterprises, and include:
t

1MBOOJOHGPSPUIFSFOWJSPONFOUBM
CFOFöUTUPCFSFBMJ[FEJOUIF
DPNNVOJUJFT

t

*OUSPEVDUJPOPGOFX NPSF
FOWJSPONFOUBMMZGSJFOEMZ
UFDIOPMPHJFTPSQSPEVDUJPO
QSBDUJDFT

t

.BOBHFNFOUPGQPUFOUJBMMZ
OFHBUJWFJNQBDUTPOUIF
FOWJSPONFOU

t

1VCMJD FEVDBUJPO BOE BXBSFOFTT
SBJTJOH PG FOWJSPONFOU BOE
TVTUBJOBCMFEFWFMPQNFOU

5.1 Planning for other
environmental benefits
Respondents were provided with a
preset list of benefits from which to
select. Over two-thirds of respondents
selected the protection of ecosystems
and the protection of biodiversity, more
than any other benefit on the list (see
Chart 23). About half of the group also
suggested a downstream benefit from
their work in the reduction of carbon
dioxide emissions. Those who provided
additional information in the “other”
category for the most part provided
more specific information that could be
captured within the preset categories.
No major gaps in the types of benefits
were identified by respondents, although
it may be helpful in future to strengthen
the description of the “types”: for
example, “reduction of land degradation”
should include improved soil quality,
and possibly something on reduction of
contamination from chemical pollutants
within the description of ecosystem
management.

We should note here the much lower
response rate on the improvement of
the coastal/marine environment. Only
a small number of respondents noted
in describing their type of enterprise
that they were working in fisheries and
aquaculture enterprises. We do not wish
– nor do we have grounds – to imply
that social and environmental enterprise
development in the coastal communities
and fisheries sector is any less advanced
than in agriculture or other sectors; it is
more probable that SEED itself may not
yet be attracting significant numbers of
micro and small enterprises working in
this domain to its awards programme.
We should also note that 25% of
respondents selected urban air quality.
Nearly 50% selected access to clean
water and a third noted the reduction
of waste to local garbage dumps, but
these latter two can apply to both urban
and rural communities. No comments
in the “other” category suggested that
respondents were planning specifically
for other urban environmental benefits
to be achieved. We did not attempt in
the survey process to determine the
urban or rural focus of the micro and
small enterprises, and we note that many
of the social benefits appear to include
urban as well as rural beneficiaries. But
there is a lack of specificity from our
earlier research and from this survey that
would help micro and small enterprises
to identify more clearly meaningful
achievements in urban and periurban
environments, beyond air, water and
waste management.
Close to 50% of respondents provided
progress notes on other environmental
benefits, 20% less than those reporting
on other social benefits. However, many
of the notes are repetitive of information
provided in the targets section and do not
add significantly to the emerging picture
of micro and small enterprise progress
on the environmental dimensions
of their enterprises. As we found in
the earlier analysis of their reporting
against their stated targets, the progress
notes in general lack specificity in the
achievements to date, for example:
t

JNQSPWFE RVBMJUZ PG BJS CZ
<SFQMBDJOH> LFSPTFOF CBTFE MJHIUJOH
XJUI TNPLFMFTT TPMBS 3FEVDUJPO PG
DBSCPOFNJTTJPOTBOEQSPUFDUJPOPG
FDPTZTUFN CZ QSPWJEJOH SFOFXBCMF
QSPEVDUT GPS DPPLJOH  IFBUJOH BOE
QSFTFSWBUJPO

t

QSPUFDUJPO PG MPDBM FDPTZTUFNT BOE
JNQSPWFE NBSJOF FOWJSPONFOUT
UISPVHITJWPöTIFSZJOJUJBUJWFT

t

RVBOE WPVT QMBOUF[ EFT BSCSFT
VUJMJFT  WPVT BNÏMJPSF[ EF GBDUP
MFOWJSPOOFNFOU <8IFO ZPV QMBOU
VTFGVM USFFT  ZPV BMTP JNQSPWF UIF
FOWJSPONFOU>

We observed progress reporting by
at least ten or more respondents
on two other types of benefits not
on the preset list; interestingly, they
correlate to the subsequent questions
on the introduction of new, more
environmentally friendly technology
and on public education and awareness
raising:

1. Progress involving the use of new
technologies
t

TPMBS FOFSHZ XBUFS QVNQT IBWF
CFFOJOTUBMMFE PSHBOJDGFSUJMJTFSTBSF
CFJOHQSPEVDFEJODMVEJOH&.CBTFE
BOBFSPCJD TZTUFNT BOE WFSNJDBTU
"DDFTT UP DMFBO XBUFS WJB TPMBS
FOFSHZPQFSBUFEXFMMT

t

8F IBWF B <NBOVBM> CSJRVFUUFT
<NBLJOH> NBDIJOF CVU XF XBOU UP
QVSDIBTFUIFNPEFSONBDIJOFGSPN
*OEJB

2. Progress on public education and
awareness-raising
t

1FPQMF BSF OPX NPSF BXBSF PG UIF
FOEBOHFSFE TUBUVT PG UIF QSJNBUFT
JO UIF GPSFTU BOE VOEFSTUBOE UIF
OFFE UP QSPUFDU UIFN 1FPQMF BSF
CFHJOOJOHUPBTTPDJBUFDPOTFSWBUJPO
PGCJPEJWFSTJUZXJUIBTTJTUBODFJOUIF
GPSN PG EFWFMPQJOH OFX MJWFMJIPPE
TUSBUFHJFT

t

1FPQMF JO EJòFSFOU QSPKFDU BSFBT
BSF BQQSFDJBUJOH UIF CFOFöUT PG
UIF OBUVSBM SFTPVSDF DPOTFSWBUJPO
QSBDUJDFT 1FPQMF BSF TIVUUJOH Pò
UIF BDUJWJUJFT UIBU <DBVTF> IBSN UP
FOWJSPONFOU

Unlike the social benefits question, no
policy influences were reported as part of
achieving environmental benefits.
Fewer respondents noted barriers to
their work in this section (unlike the
comparable question under social
dimension), although barriers mentioned
were predominantly related to lack of
access to financing.
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Chart 24: New, more environmentally friendly
technology or production practices introduced

Chart 25: Introduction of new technologies or production practices
80
70
60
50

No

40

Yes

30
20
10
0

Chart 26: National and local barriers that must be overcome
Lack of government programmes for community development
Difficulty in finding courses for training people from
the local community
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in the community (engineering,
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Difficulty in finding funding to support training people
from the local community
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Lack of local government support for local conservation

50%

Lack of community environmental education/awareness

36%

34% 35%
28%

40%
32% 34%

38%

42%

Lack of environmental education programmes in schools

29%

23%

Lack of government programmes for small business development
Complexity of government regulations for business,
including import/export regulations
Government programmes exist but difficult to access
Economic crisis/recession in the target market

Several enterprises in particular noted
that the exercise revealed limited
performance on this aspect of their
work, and the need for better monitoring
mechanisms, for example:
t

8F IBWF POMZ BDIJFWFE  PG UIF
CFOFöUT 5IJT JT B DMFBS JOEJDBUJPO
UIBU XF OFFE UP EP NPSF JO UIJT
SFTQFDU

t

y*ODSFBTFE GPSFTU DPWFS QSPWJEFT
QSPUFDUJPO PG XBUFSTIFE BOE
CJPEJWFSTJUZ CVUXPSLNVTUCFEPOF
UP JNQSPWF NPOJUPSJOH PG UIFTF
JNQBDUTCZEFWFMPQJOHTJNQMF DPTU
FòFDUJWFJOEJDBUPST

This reinforces comments made
elsewhere in the survey, that respondents
found the process to be helpful in thinking
through both what they really wanted to
accomplish and how they were doing
in achieving those goals. The full list of
progress notes on other environmental

benefits has been included in Appendix
8.

5.2
Developing
or
introducing a new, more
environmentally-friendly
technology or production
practice
Another significant finding in the survey
was the investment that micro and small
enterprises were making in introducing
or developing new technologies or
production practices through their work.
Of those who responded to this question,
two-thirds affirmed that this was the case
for their enterprise (see Chart 24).
Regional variations suggest slightly
greater attention paid to new
technologies and production practices

in the Asia region, and somewhat less
attention in the Latin America/Caribbean
group (see Chart 25), but nevertheless
overall the importance of this to the
responding micro and small enterprises
is significant. To reinforce this finding,
we should again draw attention to the
barrier noted by 50% of respondents: the
lack of adequate technical skills in the
community (see Chart 26).
Over a third of the respondents provided
additional notes on what they were
introducing or developing, and expanded
their comments to include not only
technologies but management processes
and financing approaches. An analysis
of the written submissions reveals the
following types of technologies and
processes most often referenced (see
Chart 27):
t

"HSJDVMUVSF
JODMVEFT
OFX
DVMUJWBUJPO BOE QSPQBHBUJPO
QSPDFTTFT  JODMVEJOH EPNFTUJDBUJPO
PG XJME TQFDJFT BOJNBM IVTCBOESZ
JSSJHBUJPOGFSUJMJTBUJPOFUD

t

&OFSHZJODMVEFTCJPHBT TPMBS XJOE

t

.BOVGBDUVSJOH JODMVEFT GPPE BOE
UFYUJMFQSPDFTTJOHBOEQSPEVDUJPO

t

)PVTFIPME FOFSHZ  TBOJUBUJPO BOE
XBUFSTVQQMZ

t

*OGPSNBUJPO BOE DPNNVOJDBUJPO
UFDIOPMPHJFT

t

$FSUJöDBUJPO TDIFNFT  DPNNVOJUZ
CZMBXT  DPNNVOJUZ QMBOOJOH BOE
öOBODJOHBQQSPBDIFT

Perhaps not surprisingly, given that
the respondent group is dominated by
micro and small enterprises working
in
agriculture,
more
agricultural
technologies were referenced than other
types of technology, for example:
t

.JDSPQSPQBHBUJPO PG CBNCPP
UISPVHIUJTTVFDVMUVSFUFDIOPMPHZ

t

" OFX UFDIOPMPHZ GPS TFQBSBUJOH
DSPUPOTFFEGSPNUIFTIFMMIBTBMTP
CFFOEFWFMPQFE

t

6TF PG IZCSJE PG MPDBM WFHFUBCMF
TFFET GPS IJHIFS QSPEVDUJPO BOE
JODPNF JOUSPEVDUJPO PG HSFFO
IPVTF UFDIOPMPHZ UP SFEVDF XBUFS
XBTUBHFBOEJODSFBTFEQSPEVDUJWJUZ

t

&OFSHZ DSPQ BHSPGPSFTUSZ UIBU
JOWPMWFT QMBOUJOH PG OPOFEJCMF
PJM TFFET UP CF VTFE GPS CJPGVFM
QSPEVDUJPOUPHFUIFSXJUIGPPEDSPQT
POUIFTBNFQJFDFPGMBOE

References to the introduction of new
energy technologies were occasionally
made in the context of co-benefits and
other efficiency gains:
t

5IFVTFPGDPSOTVCQSPEVDUTyGPS
UIF HFOFSBUJPO PG CJPHBT  GFSUJMJTFST
BOE GPPE GPS GBSN BOJNBMT "MTP JO

Chart 27: Types of technology and processes introduced
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Agriculture: includes
cultivation and
propagation
processes, including
domestication of wild
species; animal
husbandry; irrigaion;
fertilization; etc
% type

35%

Energy: includes
biogas, solar, wind

13%

Manufacturing:
includes food and
textile processing and
production

9%

Household energy,
sanitation and water
supply

8%

Information and
communications
technologies

8%

Processes such as
certification schemes
and community
bylaws, new planning
and financing
approaches

22%
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Chart 28: Does your enterprise deliver public education and
awareness programmes?

No
Yes

UIF SFDPWFSZ PG SFTJEVBM UIFSNBM
FOFSHZ JO TPNF QSPDFTTFT TVDI BT
QPUUFSZBOEUPSUJMMBNBDIJOFT
t

3JDF IVTL BTI 3)"   5IF
QBSUOFSTIJQ XPSLT UP FOIBODF UIF
FOFSHZ FóDJFODZ PG DPOWFOUJPOBM
SJDF NJMM GVSOBDFT UP SFEVDF UIF
IVTL DPOTVNQUJPO BOE SFMBUFE
HSFFOIPVTF HBT FNJTTJPOT 5IF
OFX UFDIOPMPHZ EFWFMPQFE CZ UIF
QBSUOFST IBT CFFO QJMPUUFTUFE
TVDDFTTGVMMZ BOE OPX BXBJUT
JNQMFNFOUBUJPO PO DPNNFSDJBM
TDBMF"UUIFTBNFUJNF UIFJOJUJBUJWF
TFUT VQ B OFX WBMVF BEEFE DIBJO
UISPVHIUIFQSPEVDUJPOPGMPXDPTU
3)"DFNFOUy

An additional 22% referred to the
development or introduction of new
processes, such as certification schemes
and community bylaws, or broader
community processes and financing
approaches, for example:
t

4USJDUMZ QSPIJCJUFE QMBTUJD JUFNT
BOE DPNQVMTPSZ QMBOUJOH PG USFFT



BUFWFSZIPVTF NJOJNVNPOFTPMBS
JUFNQPTTFTTFE<QFSGBNJMZ>
t

/FX NPEFMT GPS öOBODJBM
TVTUBJOBCJMJUZ  DPOTFSWBUJPO BOE
TVTUBJOBCMFVTFPGCJPEJWFSTJUZ

t

#$1T <CJPEJWFSTJUZ DPOTFSWBUJPO
QSPUPDPMT> BSF JO FòFDU OFX
MFHBM UPPMT UIBU IFMQ UP JOJUJBUF
B QBSUJDJQBUPSZ QSPDFTT XJUIJO
DPNNVOJUJFT UP JEFOUJGZ UIFJS
SFTPVSDFT BOE EFWFMPQ DMFBS UFSNT
BOE DPOEJUJPOT GPS BDDFTT UP TVDI
SFTPVSDFTCBTFEPOUIFJSDVTUPNBSZ
MBXTBOEWBMVFT

t

*UJTBWJMMBHFQPVMUSZ<NBOBHFNFOU>
NPEFMBJNFEBUEFNPOTUSBUJOHUIBU
TVDI B NPEFM JT BO FòFDUJWF BOE
FóDJFOU XBZ PG QPWFSUZ SFEVDUJPO
BOE BDIJFWFNFOU PG TVTUBJOBCMF
MJWFMJIPPET GPS UIF QPPS SVSBM
WJMMBHFST

Complete) #+0!-'0+0) "#+) &'%1/,+,) &')
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5.3 Management of
potentially negative
impacts on the
environment
In SEED’s 2008 research into critical
success factors and performance
indicators, we noted the potential
for negative environmental impacts
related to unintended consequences of
creating markets for products based on
indigenous wild species. In this survey,
therefore, we asked whether the micro
and small enterprise was using biological
inputs (does it use natural resources
such as crops, forests, wild plants, etc.),
and if so, how was it ensuring that the
biological input would not be exhausted
or irreparably damaged, or that there
would be no detrimental environmental
impacts from the increased cultivation
and harvesting of domesticated crops?
Over 50% of the respondents did not
answer this question, with another
third answering in the negative (no
biological inputs involved). However, for
those who answered in the affirmative,
their written comments actually
responded to a broader issue about the
management in general of potentially
negative environmental impacts of their
enterprise.
Three approaches to managing impacts
emerged from the comments provided.

1. Setting codes of practice, rules and
following established principles:
t

#Z NBOBHJOH WJTJUPS OVNCFST 
EFWFMPQJOH DPEFT PG QSBDUJDF BOE
QSFTDSJCJOHBOFUIJDPGDBSJOH

t

'4$ <'PSFTU 4UFXBSETIJQ $PVODJM>
DFSUJöDBUJPO DPWFST NPTU PG UIFTF
QPJOUT (PPE GPSFTUSZ QSBDUJDFT BOE
PVS POHPJOH DPNNJUNFOU UP '4$
XJMM FOTVSF UIBU TVTUBJOBCJMJUZ JT
SFUBJOFE

t

&WFSZ DPNNVOJUZ <UIBU JT> BDUJWFMZ
QSPEVDJOH WFSNJ GFSUJMJTFST BOE
UIPTF XIP BSF QMBOOJOH UP y BSF
PCMJHFEUPQMBOUGPSBHFUSFFTQMBOUT

2. Establishing relationships with
other institutions and partners for
support and advice
t

XPSLJOH XJUI UIF CFTU TVTUBJOBCMF
EFWFMPQNFOUVOJWFSTJUJFT

t

UISPVHI BEWJDF GSPN /(0T MJLF
5&$)/04&37&  XF IBWF QVU
FóDJFOU BOE CFUUFS BHSPOPNZ
QSBDUJDF JO QMBDF UP QSFTFSWF UIF
MBOEGPSTVTUBJOBCMFHPPEZJFMET

t

/PVT TPNNFT NFNCSF EF 30".
3XBOEB PSHBOJD NPWFNFOU <8F
BSF B NFNCFS PG UIF 3XBOEB
PSHBOJD
NPWFNFOU
30".>

3. Community training and awareness
raising
t

XF MPCCZ UISPVHI TFOTJUJTBUJPO PG
UIFMPDBMT

t

8F BSF UFBDIJOH UIF XPNFOT
DPPQFSBUJWFT IPX UP IBSWFTU UIF
GSVJUTTVTUBJOBCMZ

t

8JUI QSPWJTJPO PG DMFBO XBUFS GPS
EPNFTUJD VTF  XF FODPVSBHF UIF
DPNNVOJUZ UP QMBOU XBUFSGSJFOEMZ
USFFT BSPVOE XBUFS DBUDINFOU
BSFBT 8F BSF BMTP DBSSZJOH PVU B
iDVU POF <USFF>  QMBOU NPSF USFFTw
DBNQBJHOUPFOTVSFFOWJSPONFOUBM
TVTUBJOBCJMJUZ

6-7!1+8+)#+0!-'0+0)-')+'9&#-'7+'8"1)
&7!"%8)7"'"(+7+'8)"#+)&'%1/,+,)&')
2!!+',&3):;5

5.4 Public education
and awareness raising
on environment and
sustainable development
Responses to a question on whether the
enterprise delivers public education and
awareness programmes designed to lead
to “greener” choices confirmed findings in
previous sections, that the respondents
are heavily involved in community
organizing, training, education and
awareness raising (see Chart 28).
There was significant repetition in the
responses at this point in the survey, with
similar answers having been provided
in the social and environmental targets
and questions related to training and
management of environmental impacts.
No unique insights emerged from the
input provided on this issue. Over 40%
of respondents also noted under barriers
(discussed in Section 7) that lack of
community environmental awareness
was a barrier to be overcome.
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Chapter 6

Additional indicators of
performance on the business
dimension of respondents’
enterprises

47

We limited the supplemental questions
on business performance to two, focusing
as strictly as we could on the income
generation aspects of the enterprise, as a
contribution to poverty alleviation:
t

8BTXFSFUIFJOEJWJEVBM T MFBEJOH
UIFFOUFSQSJTFBCMFUPNBLFBMJWJOH
GSPNUIFFOUFSQSJTF BOEJGOPU XIBU
XFSFUIFJSPUIFSTPVSDFTPGJODPNF

t

%JE UIF FOUFSQSJTF IBWF FNQMPZFFT
PS QBSUJDJQBOUT UIBU XFSF BCMF UP
NBLF B MJWJOH GSPN UIF FOUFSQSJTF 
BOE JG OPU  XIBU XFSF UIFJS PUIFS
TPVSDFTPGJODPNF

ChartChart
29:29:
As Asthethemanager/coordinator
of this
manager/coordinator of this
entreprises,
areareyou
tomake
makea living
a living
entreprises,
youable
able to
fromfrom
it? it?

These questions were designed to elicit a
picture of the financial sustainability of the
enterprise, and therefore a contribution
to the local or national economy.

6.1 Income for the
manager/coordinator of
the enterprise
Nearly two-thirds of the respondents
answered this question, but of those,
nearly 10% indicated that the question
was not applicable to them. When
combined with those who said “no”,
and with over a third not responding
at all, it suggests that these social and
environmental enterprises struggle
with concepts of business practices and
revenue generation for their own efforts.
Even so, it was encouraging to see that
nearly one-fifth of the respondents
answered that they were indeed able to
make a living from their enterprise (see
Chart 29). And over 25% indicated that
they were not yet making a living, which
suggests that they are working towards
doing so. Regional variations on this
question were relatively limited.
Whether they were able to make a living
in full or in part from revenues generated
through the enterprise, nevertheless
many respondents provided information
on supplemental sources of income. At
the top of the list is reliance on more
traditional development assistance
project grants (see Chart 30). Again,
when correlated with the number of
respondents who either chose not
to answer, or who indicated that the
question was not applicable to them,
it reinforces a picture that these social
and
environmental
entrepreneurs
face challenges in working with more

business style models for their operations.
Reporting on business targets suggested
a good measure of clarity and“SMARTness”
on business goals, but nevertheless the
respondents do not, by and large, see the
enterprise as their livelihood.

6.2 Income for
employees or
participants in the
enterprise
However, out of the respondent group as
a whole, 38% indicated that employees
and participants in the enterprise such as
farmers groups were able to make a living
from the enterprise, with another 15%
indicating “not yet”. This suggests more
clearly that the enterprises are directly
influencing economic development and
poverty alleviation in their communities
or regions.
The follow-up question,“If your employees
or contributors are not able to make a
living solely from the sale of products or
services from your enterprise, what are
THEIR other sources of income/revenue?”
produced results comparable to the
results for the managers themselves (see
Chart 31), with a fairly even distribution
around revenues from sales of products
and services and other family income.
Again, reliance on more traditional
development assistance project grants is
high, but in this case, alternative income
from another part time job is somewhat
more common.

Chart 30: Other sources of income/revenue for the enterprise manager.
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Chart 31: Other sources of income/revenue for employees, participants
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Chapter 7

External and internal
enabling factors and barriers
to performance

51

In addition, the survey asked about the
internal and external influences on the
enterprise, following a modified SWOT
(strengths, weaknesses, opportunities,
threats) approach. Respondents were
asked to indicate external enabling factors
and barriers to success (opportunities
and threats) as well as internal success
factors and barriers to success (strengths
and weaknesses).

7.1 External, national
and local factors in place
that help the enterprise
to achieve good
performance
Only 60% of respondents reported on the
presence of national and local external
enabling factors, but most important to
those who did report was the willingness
of the right partners – those that have
good standing in the community – to
collaborate with the enterprise (see Chart
32). Only a third of respondents reported
that supportive legislation existed.
In additional, a few respondents noted
additional factors:

t

*OWPMWFNFOU PG VOJWFSTJUZ PS PUIFS
SFTFBSDIQBSUOFST

t

(PWFSONFOU TVQQPSUJWF PG TNBMM
CVTJOFTT  JODMVEJOH DMFBS SVMFT BOE
SFHVMBUJPOT

t

.FEJBJOUFSFTU

7.2 External, national
and local barriers that
must be overcome
As discussed in Section 4, respondents
to this question on external barriers
were clear that finding funding to
support training is far and away the most
significant challenge they face, followed
by lack of adequate technical skills in
the community (see Chart 33). Lack of
community environmental awareness
also posed a challenge, and reinforces
the emphasis that respondents placed
on the delivery of public education and
awareness programmes designed to lead
to “greener” choices and actions made by
the local community (Section 5).
In additional, a few respondents noted
two significant additional barriers:

Chart 32: External, national and local factors
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of the need for a environmental protection/restoration

52%

National or state/provincial environment/
conservation/species protection legislation exists

33%

Collarboration with partners or other organisations
that have good standing in the community

67%

39%

Involvement of local schools and training facilities
Involvement of local farmers/other associations

64%

Endorsement by and/or involvement of local
government (village/community councils)

59%
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Chart 33: External, national and local barriers to overcome
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0

t

$JWJMVOSFTU QPMJUJDBMJOTUBCJMJUZBOE
DPOøJDU

t

$PSSVQUJPOJOHPWFSONFOUBOE
CVTJOFTTDPNNVOJUZ BTPOF
SFTQPOEFOUOPUFE QBSUJDVMBSMZJO
UIFFYQPSUCVTJOFTT

7.3 Internal, enterprise
management factors
in place that help the
enterprise to achieve
good performance
Internal, enterprise-specific enabling
factors were chosen based on the 2008
research into critical success factors for
social and environmental entrepreneurs,
together with several more specific
elements within those factors, such as
training of key personnel or securing
of international certification. Of the

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

critical success factors identified in 2008,
respondents were not asked directly
about whether they had demonstrated
“proof of concept” for their enterprise: in
order to reduce the need for more detailed
explanation, the essence of the factor
— testing for potential demand for the
enterprise’s products or services through
market research — was listed in its place.
Another success factor, the ability to set
and monitor social, environmental and
business performance (“triple bottom
line”), has been explored through other
questions in this survey. The presence
of the remaining critical success factor,
engagement of the local community, was
included in external enabling factors,
above.
Of those who responded to this question,
security of leadership of the enterprise
was most often present as an enabling
factor, followed by business plans (see
Chart 34). Of some concern was the
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examples are needed.”

lower percentage of those reporting
that financing was in place – just over
20%. No additional internal factors were
suggested by respondents.

Two other significant barriers are getting
partners to contribute adequately
(over 50% response) and finding the
right partners (44%). This reinforces
the observation throughout this study,
and previous research for SEED3, that
partnership is a key characteristic
and success factor for the enterprises,
even though contact people in these
enterprises see themselves somewhat
outside of the partnership role, and more
as the leaders/drivers of the enterprise
(see Section 2).

7.4 Internal, enterprise
management challenges
that must be overcome
The single most significant challenge
that respondents believe they face is
lack of access to international aid or
project financing, with just over twothirds of respondents to this question
noting this (see Chart 35). This correlates
to the finding in Section 6, that the
most common source of income for the
enterprise are grants from foundations
or development assistance agencies.
And it further reinforces the observation
that these social and environmental
entrepreneurs face challenges in working
with more business style models for their
operations. One respondent observed
that “Too many entrepreneurs are still not
investment ready. More education and

In additional, a few respondents noted
additional barriers:
t

-BDL PG TLJMMT JO DPNNVOJUZ
FOWJSPONFOUBM BXBSFOFTTSBJTJOH
BT POF SFTQPOEFOU TVHHFTUFE 
i5IF BCJMJUZ UP DIBOHF DPNNVOJUZ
NJOETFUy4VDICFIBWJPVSOFFETUP
CFDIBOHFEw

t

$IBOHFT JO GPVOEJOH NFNCFST PG
UIFFOUFSQSJTF

Chart 34: Internal,enabling factors within the enterprise
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Chart 35: Internal,management challenges for the enterprise
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Chapter 8

SEED Winners
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Within the response group, data was
obtained on those micro and small
enterprises who had received a SEED
award, consisting of a package of
technical and partnerships assistance and
support, including business planning,
national and international promotion
and other benefits.
It should be noted here that the SEED
award is given to promising start-ups with
a limited track record, but considerable
potential to scale up. As such it cannot be
expected that the SEED winners would
necessarily differ in their progress against
targets and their accomplishments
from the other respondents. The aim is
rather, by examining the SEED winners
separately, to create a specific baseline
for the SEED winners, which in addition
to offering the possibility of tracking
and following their progress over time,
would help in assessing how far SEED’s
support has helped winners to grow
their enterprises. The following section
explores where there may be other
variations between the response group
as a whole and the subset of winners.

8.1 Setting of, and
progress towards, social,
environmental and
business targets
An assessment of winners’ top three
targets and their progress notes reveals

that winners tend to be clearer about
what constitutes their “triple bottom
line”: the differences between the social,
environment and business dimensions of
their work (see Chart 36).
They are more likely to set more specific,
measurable and attainable targets than
the response group as a whole, although,
like the rest of the group, they have more
difficulty with setting SMART targets for
their environmental activities. They are
strongest on clarity and “SMARTness” of
their business targets, which may well
be linked to the support that they have
received from SEED to date.
As expected, there is less variation
between SEED winners and the
respondent group as a whole in progress
on targets, although in future years of the
longitudinal study it will be interesting to
see whether the winners advance more
quickly towards their goals. We observe,
however, that on the social dimension,
winners do appear to be further along
in achieving stated social targets. Few
indicate that they have achieved only
10% or less of their targets, compared to
35% of the response group as a whole
(see Chart 37).
Progress on the environmental dimension
more closely follows the full response
group, and again this may be connected
to the shared challenge in understanding
what it is that they can more specifically
monitor and measure over time (see
Chart 38).

Chart 36: Performance on targets
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8.2 Planning for other
social benefits
There are a few interesting variations
with respect to training and other social
benefits that winners plan to support in
the community (see Chart 40). Winners
are particularly sensitive to how their
efforts improve the sense of self worth
in the community. On the other hand,
only a third of winners consider how their
efforts might lead to improved access
to basic education, compared to nearly
twice as many of the full response group.
But fully 100% of the winners provide
their own training and skills development
as part of their enterprise. We should
note here that winners also listed as their
top two external barriers to success the
lack of availability of skilled people in
the community and the lack of access to
funds for training.
Of the training provided, half of the
winners group indicated that 50% or
more of those being trained are women
(comparable to the response group as a
whole), and 38% suggested that at least

half of the people they were training
were youth (somewhat lower than that of
the full response group).

8.3 Planning for other
environmental benefits
and managing impacts
Performance here roughly parallels
the response group as a whole, with
greatest attention being given to
ecosystem management and protection
of biodiversity, comparable to the
response group (see Chart 41). Methods
for ensuring that their enterprises do
not inadvertently lead to a negative
environmental impact include clean
production processes and raising
awareness in the community.

8.4 Other indicators of
business performance
Responses to the two key questions:
1) is the manager/coordinator of the
enterprise able to make a living from it,
and 2) are employees or participants
in the enterprise able to do so as well,
parallel the response group as a whole.
Only 25% of winners indicated that they
were able to make a living at this point,
with additional income coming primarily
through grants from foundations and
development assistance agencies.

Chart 37: SEED winners’ progress on first social target
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Chart 38: SEED winners’ progress on first environmental target
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Chart 39: SEED winners’ progress on first business target
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Chart 40: Planning for training, skills development and other social
benefits to come to the local community
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Chart 41: Planning for other environmental
benefits to come from your enterprise?
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Chart 42: External, national and local enabling factors
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Sixty percent indicated that employees
and/or contributors were already
benefitting financially, with supplemental
income coming fairly equally from
part time jobs, revenues from sales of
products, and grants.

8.5 External, national
and local enabling
factors and barriers to
performance
As with the respondent group as a whole,
winners have found that the engagement

SEED winners

67%
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100

and support of the local community and
partners within that community are
essential to their success. Interestingly,
endorsement by national NGOs is even
less important to the winners compared
to the value of having the endorsement
of international groups – though this
may well reflect the international nature
of the SEED Awards (see Chart 42). There
are interesting variations on national and
local barriers to performance: winners
share the same top two challenges with
all respondents (the lack of availability of
skilled people in the community and the
lack of access to funds for training) (see
Chart 43). But winners are much more
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Chart 43: External, national and local barriers to be overcome
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Chart 44: Internal, enabling factors within the enterprise
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Respondents were
least clear about
their business
targets, with many
not differentiating
between targets
related to social
or environmental
benefits within
their communities
and what they and
their participants/
employees needed
in order to stay in
operation.

Chart 45: Internal management challenges for the enterprise
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concerned than the group as a whole
about the complexity of government
regulations
for
doing
business
(reinforcing a picture that winners have
gained a stronger sense of the business
dimension of their work), with nearly 70%
selecting this issue, compared to 40% of
the full respondent group.

8.6 Internal enabling
factors and barriers to
performance
With respect to the internal management
of the enterprise, winners seemed to
be more hesitant to claim that certain
success factors were already in place
(see Chart 44). As most winners have had
some exposure now to SEED’s work on

40

60

80

100

critical success factors, it is possible that
they have a deeper understanding of
these issues and are more aware of what
they really do need to succeed, and what
they may have already in place.
With respect to internal management
challenges, only half of the winners
reported that lack of access to grants and
development assistance was a challenge
compared to two-thirds of the group
as whole; however, it remains the most
common barrier, compared to other
internal challenges (see Chart 45). But
the second most significant barrier is not
having the business management skills
they need, again reinforcing a picture that
winners are gaining a stronger sense of
the business dimension of their work, and
may be evolving from a traditional donorrecipient operating model to one that is
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indeed more entrepreneurial. Winners
appear to be much more confident in
their partnership relationships, with
only 13% reporting issues with getting
partners to contribute to the enterprise.

8.7 Value of SEED
support to the winners
The majority of SEED winners indicated
that help with their business performance
was useful, followed by help with
securing recognition for their work as
well as international support. Over the
four cycles of the SEED Awards, support
has increasingly moved in the direction
of business-oriented skills. One winner
suggested that SEED should continue
to shift its emphasis to business and
financing support: “[SEED’s] emphasis is
very much on supporting partnerships…
our need has always been support in
business growth and scaling”, and “focus
on connecting with donor finance”.

2005 SEED Winner: Madagascar’s first
community-run marine protected area

2009 SEED Winner:
One Million Cisterns
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2008 SEED Winner:
Pintadas Solar

Chapter 9

Major observations
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2009 SEED Winner:
Lighting Sri Lanka’s
Future

The purpose of the survey was to
investigate whether and how social
and environmental enterprises that had
applied for recognition and support to the
SEED initiative were delivering on social,
environmental and business objectives,
and to set a baseline for performance
against which such enterprises could be
compared in future.
In particular, the investigation was
designed to identify key issues where
recommendations
to
international,
national and local policy makers might be
warranted on how to create or strengthen
an enabling environment for such
enterprises to thrive.
The following section begins with the
policy relevant findings; followed by the
baseline that has emerged, and concludes
with a few observations for SEED about
the SEED winners.

9.1 Policy relevant
findings for SEED
1. There is a gap in capacity for
small social and environmental
enterprises to adopt more business
oriented approaches for managing
and financing their work.
There is little doubt from this survey that
the majority of enterprises within this
community of social and environmental
entrepreneurs are changing the model of

how to deliver sustainable development
on the ground, through setting and
working towards a combination of social,
environmental and business targets and
a recognition of the diverse range of
benefits that they are delivering to their
communities.
Nevertheless, only 13% of the respondents
reported that their financing was in place;
over half did not provide an answer to the
question on whether they were making a
living from their enterprise; and of those
who answered “not yet”, nearly half noted
a dependency on grants and other types
of development assistance as a source of
revenue; further, over two-thirds listed
lack of access to aid as a key barrier to
success.
Many commented that they were
uncomfortable with the use of the term
enterprise, viewing themselves instead
as NGOs or non-profit organizations.
Respondents were least able to express
clear and specific business targets, calling
into question limitations in their ability
to sustain their enterprises in spite of the
social and environmental benefits being
delivered. Of those who noted that their
business plans were in place, there was a
correlation with the clarity and specificity
of their business targets, but there was still
a gap in their need to secure investments
and generate revenues.
In light of growing interest internationally
in shifting to a “green economy”, SEED
may wish to propose that policy makers

review how social and environmental
enterprises are contributing to that
economy, and provide training and other
means for these enterprises to build more
sustainable businesses.

C  #ZQSPWJEJOHQSPHSBNNFTGPSNJDSP
BOE TNBMM FOUFSQSJTFT UP JNQSPWF
UIFJSPXODBQBDJUZUPEFMJWFSBSBOHF
PG USBJOJOH BOE TLJMMT EFWFMPQNFOU
BDUJWJUJFTPOUIFHSPVOE

2.

3. Micro and small enterprises are
focused on strengthening the
social structure and resilience of
communities, with their social
targets emphasising the creation
of revenue streams for those they
are working with at the local level.
In progressing towards those
targets, they are contributing to
the alleviation of poverty in their
regions.

Social
and
environmental
enterprises are investing a
significant portion of their efforts
in skills development and training
at the local level, although the
majority are not primarily training
or education institutions.

Only 6% of respondents identified
themselves as training or education
institutions, and yet over 90% of
respondents indicated that they were
providing some form of training or skills
development to the local communities
– and over half indicated that 50 or
more people in their communities
were receiving training. Of all social,
environmental and business benefits
being conferred, this was the most
significant.
When correlated to the two-thirds of
respondents who indicated that they
were introducing or developing new
technologies and production processes
to the local communities, the training
burden becomes even more apparent.
Further, the two leading barriers to
overcome were lack of access to funds for
training and lack of skilled people in the
communities.
This suggests that there is an opportunity
here for more attention to be paid to
supporting micro and small enterprises in
the development of skills at the local level.
B  #Z GVSUIFS FYQMPSJOH UIF TLJMMT HBQT
BU UIF MPDBM MFWFM BOE SFWJFXJOH
DVSSFOU EFWFMPQNFOU QSPHSBNNFT
UP TUSFOHUIFO UIF TLJMMT CBTF BU UIF
MPDBMMFWFM JOQBSUJDVMBSXJUISFTQFDU
UPOFXUFDIOPMPHJFTBOEQSPEVDUJPO
QSPDFTTFT

A picture emerges from this study of
an approach to poverty alleviation
that embraces skills development and
training, emphasizes social organization
(the creation of community groups) and
is combined with innovative approaches
to generating alternative revenues
and livelihoods, helping those they are
working with to take themselves out of
poverty.

4. Access to technology is an
important requirement for micro
and small enterprises.
Micro and small enterprises are making a
significant investment in the introduction
or development of new, more
environmentally friendly technologies
and production processes. Fully twothirds of the respondents affirmed that
they were involved in such actions, and
over a third indicated that access to
technology was a requirement for success.
There is scope here for SEED to explore
with policy makers a more in depth
review of the types of technologies and
processes in demand by micro and small
enterprises (and this would correlate to
the skills gap research needed at the local
level), in order to determine
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B  8IFUIFS HPPE DIBOOFMT GPS
JOGPSNBUJPO BOE DPNNVOJDBUJPO
BCPVU FOWJSPONFOUBMMZ GSJFOEMZ
UFDIOPMPHZ BOE QSPDFTTFT UP UIF
NJDSP BOE TNBMM FOUFSQSJTF TFDUPS
FYJTUBUOBUJPOBMMFWFMT
C  8IFUIFS UIFSF BSF CBSSJFST UP UIF
JNQPSUJOHPSUSBOTGFSPGUFDIOPMPHZ
UP NJDSP BOE TNBMM FOUFSQSJTFT GPS
VTFBUUIFMPDBMMFWFM
This suggests opportunities for SEED to
work not only with national departments
of environment and development, but
also with departments of industry, science
and technology.

5. Micro and small enterprises
consider partnerships to be one of
the most significant factors in their
success, but there continues to be
a need to build capacity to engage
and work effectively with others on
the ground.
In the SWOT analysis, the highest ranked
external enabling factor for respondents
was the collaboration with partners or
organisations that have good standing in
the community, followed closely by the
involvement of local associations such as

farmers groups. Nearly half indicated that
they had already secured the support of
the key partners they needed.
And yet, over half of the respondents
indicated that getting their partners to
contribute adequately to the enterprise
was the second most significant barrier
to success (second only to the need to
access aid funding).
This suggests that SEED should continue
to investigate and provide support
on how best to assist micro and small
enterprises in this critical area of
partnership management.

6. There is a gap in capacity among
micro and small enterprises on
how to determine and monitor
more direct positive environmental
outcomes of their efforts.
Respondents tended to concentrate
on raising awareness of environmental
issues and impacts among the local
communities as a key environmental
target. They were also cognizant of the
need to minimize any potentially negative
impacts of their work. However, while
in general they expressed a clear vision
for environmental improvements, they
were less able to describe more specific,

2008 SEED
Winner in India

attainable environmental targets. The
challenge of environmental monitoring
is significant; simple tools to determine
complex benefits such as improved air
quality, healthier ecosystems or revitalized
biodiversity do not appear to be available
to micro and small enterprises.
SEED is in a position to address this
challenge through UNEP, and UNEP’s
work at national levels on integrated
environmental
assessment,
by
promoting the need to investigate how
micro and small enterprises can more
accurately determine key locally relevant
environmental indicators that can be
monitored more specifically over the life
of the enterprise.

9.2 The baseline of micro
and small enterprise
performance for a
longitudinal study
As noted in the introduction (section
1), the essence of a longitudinal study is
the review of changes over time. Future
surveys will review changes in the current
response group, and will add data from
future cohorts to see whether there are

broader changes across the micro and
small enterprise community that SEED
reaches.
Key factors that we recommend SEED
review over time are:
 1SPöMF PG UIF TVSWFZ QPQVMBUJPO 
JODMVEJOH JO QBSUJDVMBS SFHJPOBM
EJTUSJCVUJPO  UZQF PG FOUFSQSJTF BOE
NBUVSJUZPGFOUFSQSJTF0GJOUFSFTUXJMM
CF XIFUIFS UIFSF BSF BOZ DIBOHFT
GSPN UIF DVSSFOU QSFEPNJOBODF
PG "GSJDBOCBTFE NJDSP BOE TNBMM
FOUFSQSJTFT BOE UIF FNQIBTJT PO
BHSJDVMUVSBM BDUJWJUJFT  4IJGUT JO UIF
NBUVSJUZ PG UIF FOUFSQSJTFT DPVME
BMTP CF NPOJUPSFE UP TFF XIFUIFS
UIPTF UIBU IBWF CFFO PQFSBUJOH GPS
VQUPZFBSTBSFTUJMMPOMZBDIJFWJOH
PSMFTTGPSBMMMPOHUFSNUBSHFUT
(SFBUFS DMBSJUZ PO UIPTF FOUFSQSJTFT
UIBU BSF QSJNBSJMZ VSCBOCBTFE
DPNQBSFE UP UIPTF JO SVSBM BSFBT
DPVMECFTPVHIU
 5IFTFUUJOHPGBOEQSPHSFTTUPXBSET
B QSJNBSZ TPDJBM  FOWJSPONFOUBM
BOE CVTJOFTT UBSHFU  JODMVEJOH
TUSFOHUIFOJOH PG DMBSJUZ CFUXFFO
UIFTFUISFFEJNFOTJPOTPGUIFi5SJQMF
#PUUPN -JOFw  JODSFBTFE TQFDJöDJUZ  
NFBTVSBCJMJUZ BOE BUUBJOBCJMJUZ
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Chart 47: 2009 performance on the setting targets
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UIJTZFBS 5BCMF
 *OWFTUNFOU JO BOE QSPHSFTT PO
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*ODSFBTFTJOOVNCFSTPGDPNNVOJUZ
NFNCFST CFOFöUUJOH GSPN USBJOJOH 
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DPVMECFUSBDLFE CBTFEPOBDIFDLMJTU
PG UZQFT PG UFDIOPMPHZ JEFOUJöFE JO
UIFDPNNFOUTJOUIFTVSWFZ
5BCMF 
 "U QSFTFOU  POMZ  PG UIF TVSWFZ
SFTQPOEFOUT JOEJDBUF UIBU UIFZ
BSF NBLJOH B MJWJOH GSPN UIFJS
FOUFSQSJTF  BMUIPVHI UXJDF BT NBOZ

Combined environmental
targets

Combined business
targets

  JOEJDBUFE UIBU FNQMPZFFT PS
QBSUJDJQBOUT JO UIF FOUFSQSJTF BSF
CFOFöUUJOH öOBODJBMMZ  $IBOHFT
BHBJOTUUIFTFCBTJDJOEJDBUPSTDPVME
CF NPOJUPSFE  BT DPVME DIBOHFT JO
BMUFSOBUJWF TPVSDFT PG SFWFOVF UIBU
TVQQMFNFOU MJWFMJIPPET  JODMVEJOH
XIFUIFS DVSSFOU EFQFOEFODF PO
EFWFMPQNFOU BTTJTUBODF HSBOUT
DIBOHFTGSPNJUTDVSSFOUMFWFMPGPWFS

 $IBOHFTJOUIF4805BOBMZTJT
The following might serve as the baseline
for future SWOT analyses of micro and
small enterprises (see Tables 8a,8b,8c,8d).

9.3 Observations on the
SEED winners group
A comparison of the SEED winners’ survey
results to the respondent group as whole
suggests that the winners have strengths
and capacities that set them somewhat
apart from other respondents, which
may be attributable both to their own
potential as “promising, locally driven,
start-up enterprises” and to the support
that they have received to date from SEED.
They are clearer about what constitutes
the social, environmental and business
dimensions of their work (their “triple
bottom line”), and they are more likely
to set more specific, measurable and
attainable targets across all three
dimensions. Progress on their social and
business targets is somewhat stronger
than the respondents as a whole.

Table 1
Planning for other social benefits: The checklist of other benefits could be expanded to track the following against the
percentages established this year:
Establishment of community groups (e.g. women’s or youth groups)

74%

Possibility to improve community members’ sense of self-worth

65%

Provision of new or alternative livelihoods in general

62%

Improved access to education

61%

Provision of new or alternative livelihoods for women

60%

Increase local community visibility to government decision makers

52%

Improved access to health care

42%

Increased influence on national policy

4%

Increase international visibility, recognition for the community

2%

Strengthening recognition of rights, responsibilities;
improving relations with national government

2%

Strengthening capacity for local governance, community participation

2%

Protection of local cultures, languages

1%

Provision of basic services (water, energy)

5%

Table 2
Planning for other environmental benefits could be combined with planning for managing environmental impacts:
Managing impacts through community environmental education and awareness raising

84%

Protection of local ecosystems (forests, wetlands, watersheds etc.)

68%

Protection of local biodiversity

67%

Reduction of land degradation from poor farming practices

56%

Reduction of carbon dioxide emissions (climate change mitigation)

51%

Access to clean water

48%

Reduction of waste going to local garbage dumps

35%

Improved household air quality

31%

Improved air quality in urban environment

24%

Improved coastal marine environment

15%

Creation of urban green spaces

Not calculated in 2009

Managing impacts by setting codes of practice, rules and following established principles

Not calculated in 2009

Managing impacts through establishing relationships with technical and research partners

Not calculated in 2009

Table 3
The introduction or development of new, more environmentally friendly technologies or production practices could be tracked,
based on a checklist of types of technology identified in the comments in the 2009/10 survey.
Agriculture: includes new cultivation and propagation processes, including domestication
of wild species; animal husbandry; irrigation; fertilisation; etc.

35%

Processes such as certification schemes and community bylaws, new planning and financing approaches

22%

Energy: includes biogas, solar, wind

13%

Manufacturing: includes food and textile processing and production

9%

Household energy, sanitation and water supply

8%

Information and communication technologies

8%
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Chart 48: Progress on primary targets
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They share with other respondents an
emphasis on planning for the delivery
of skills development, and on building a
sense of self worth and structure within
their communities. They are slightly more
conservative than the respondents group
as a whole in claiming a wide range of
environmental benefits being achieved,
tending to focus primarily on two major
areas of intervention: the protection of
local ecosystems and the protection of
local biodiversity.
There may be two reasons behind what
appears to be a more focused triple
bottom line performance by the winners:
t

5IFXJOOFSTIBETJHOJöDBOUQPUFOUJBM
UP CFHJO XJUI BOE IBWF CFFO XFMM
DIPTFOCZ4&&%GPSSFDPHOJUJPOBOE
SFXBSE

t

5IF TVQQPSU QSPWJEFE CZ 4&&%
IBT GVSUIFS TUSFOHUIFOFE FYJTUJOH
QPUFOUJBMBOEDBQBDJUZ

The winners noted that the help provided
by SEED with business performance,
international and national recognition
and support, and with securing financing
was of greatest importance to them.

9.4 A final note
With this baseline in place, future
surveys of the SEED community, both
applicants and winners, may strengthen

Up to 50%

Up to 70%

Up to 90%

an understanding of the contribution
that these social and environmental
enterprises are making to the emergence
of green economies at the local level.
The ability to set targets, and reporting
of progress against those targets,
together with the delivery of other
social, environmental and economic
benefits can now be monitored over
time to see what changes are taking
place, and whether external policies and
supporting mechanisms, and internal
management factors are being addressed
and contributing to the success of these
enterprises.

100%
complete

The following might serve as the baseline for future SWOT analyses of micro and small enterprises
8a. External national, local enabling factors
Collaboration with partners or other organisations that have good standing in the community

40%

Involvement of local farmers / other associations

38%

Endorsement by and/or involvement of local government (village / community councils)

35%

Significant recognition from the local community of the need for environmental protection/restoration

31%

Endorsement by and/or involvement of international organisations

31%

Endorsement by and/or involvement of national organisations

26%

Involvement of local schools and training facilities

24%

National or state/provincial environment/conservation/species protection legislation exists

20%

Involvement of university or other research institutions as partners

Not calculated in 2009

Government supportive of small business, including clear rules and regulations

Not calculated in 2009

Media interest

Not calculated in 2009

8b. External national and local barriers
Difficulty in finding funding to support training people from the local community

65%

Lack of adequate technical skills in the community (engineering, production, service, etc.) needed by the enterprise

51%

Government programmes exist but difficult to access

42%

Lack of community environmental education/awareness

41%

Complexity of government regulations for business, including import/export regulations

40%

Lack of government programmes for community development

37%

Lack of local government support for local conservation

36%

Lack of government programmes for small business development

36%

Lack of environmental monitoring and enforcement mechanisms at the local level

34%

Lack of environmental education programmes in schools

32%

Economic crisis/recession in the target market

30%

Difficulty in finding courses for training people from the local community

28%

Lack of national legislation/regulations for environment

25%

Civil unrest, political instability and conflict

Not calculated in 2009

Corruption in government and business community

Not calculated in 2009

8c. Internal success and enabling factors
Leadership of the enterprise is secure

66%

Business plan in place

61%

Both short term and longer term benefits that the enterprise will provide to the local community have been determined

52%

Marketing research has been conducted and potential demand for your enterprise’s products or services confirmed

45%

Marketing strategies in place

45%

Support of the key partners that you need has been secured

42%

Availability of new, more environmentally friendly technology

38%

Key personnel have had training in business management, financial management, marketing and other types of business skills

36%

Risk management plan in place

27%

Financing in place

21%

Secured certification through an internationally recognized certification scheme

13%

75

8d. Internal enterprise management challenges
Lack of access to international aid or project financing

67%

Getting partners to contribute adequately

51%

Lack of access to investors

49%

Finding the right partners

44%

Difficulty in finding funding to support business management training

42%

Difficulty securing loans/lines of credit from financial institutions

35%

Lack of access to technology needed for the enterprise

33%

Difficulty in accessing markets

30%

Lack of adequate business management skills

25%

Difficulty in finding courses for business management training

22%

Acquiring appropriate certification

22%

Inability to meet market demand (e.g. not enough staff or technology)

21%

Lack of skills in community environmental awareness raising

Not calculated in 2009

Changes in founding member(s) of the enterprise

Not calculated in 2009
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