SSOAR

Open Access Repository

Global nuts and local mangoes: the limits and
potential of the UNDP’s growing sustainable
business initiative in Kenya

Gregoratti, Catia

Verdffentlichungsversion / Published Version
Arbeitspapier / working paper

Zur Verfiigung gestellt in Kooperation mit / provided in cooperation with:

SSG Sozialwissenschaften, USB Kéln

Empfohlene Zitierung / Suggested Citation:

Gregoratti, C. (2008). Global nuts and local mangoes: the limits and potential of the UNDP’s growing sustainable
business initiative in Kenya. Munster: Universitat Mlnster, FB Erziehungswissenschaft und Sozialwissenschaften,
Institut fur Politikwissenschaft. https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-257494

Nutzungsbedingungen:

Dieser Text wird unter einer Deposit-Lizenz (Keine
Weiterverbreitung - keine Bearbeitung) zur Verfigung gestellt.
Gewéhrt wird ein nicht exklusives, nicht (Ubertragbares,
persénliches und beschrénktes Recht auf Nutzung dieses
Dokuments.  Dieses Dokument ist ausschlieSlich  fiir
den persénlichen, nicht-kommerziellen Gebrauch bestimmt.
Auf sémtlichen Kopien dieses Dokuments missen alle
Urheberrechtshinweise und sonstigen Hinweise auf gesetzlichen
Schutz beibehalten werden. Sie dlrfen dieses Dokument
nicht in irgendeiner Weise abéndern, noch dirfen Sie
dieses Dokument fiir &ffentliche oder kommerzielle Zwecke
vervielféltigen, offentlich ausstellen, auffiihren, vertreiben oder
anderweitig nutzen.

Mit der Verwendung dieses Dokuments erkennen Sie die
Nutzungsbedingungen an.

gesIs

Leibniz-Institut
fiir Sozialwissenschaften

Terms of use:

This document is made available under Deposit Licence (No
Redistribution - no modifications). We grant a non-exclusive, non-
transferable, individual and limited right to using this document.
This document is solely intended for your personal, non-
commercial use. All of the copies of this documents must retain
all copyright information and other information regarding legal
protection. You are not allowed to alter this document in any
way, to copy it for public or commercial purposes, to exhibit the
document in public, to perform, distribute or otherwise use the
document in public.

By using this particular document, you accept the above-stated
conditions of use.

Mitglied der

Leibniz-Gemeinschaft ;‘


http://www.ssoar.info
https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-257494

‘Global Nuts and Local Mangoes - The limits and pantial of the UNDP’s
Growing Sustainable Business Initiative in Kenya’

Catia Gregoratti
The University of Manchester
Centre for International Politics

Paper Presented at the Symposium ‘Private Goveenartbe Agro-Food System
University of MUnster’, Germany, 23-25 April 2008

Abstract

This paper seeks to offer an empirical contributdthe political processes, limits
and potential of UN brokered partnerships that $ealeepen or create inclusive and
sustainable agricultural supply chains in sub-Saha&frica. More specifically it
appraises the local processes of partnership tagkedecision-making mechanisms
and project implementation within the UNDP’s GrogiBustainable Business
Initiative (GSB) in Kenya. The paper argues thatltk of bottom-up participation
in decision-making mechanisms and the predominaaiyomic imperatives driving
the partnership projects have failed to reach @the partnerships’ intended
beneficiaries — Kenyan small producers of nutsraadgoes. Opening up the GSB
platform and monitoring the developmental impadt®partnership projects might
hold the promise of reconciling sustainable busimasdels with (some) poverty
reduction.

1. Introduction

In recent years, the relationship between the isactor and development has
witnessed a resurgence of interest within acadanmcpolicy circles. Corporate
philanthropy, the traditional form of private secassistance to many low-income
countries, development initiative and governmedtd&orts, has been progressively
amplified (Utting and Zammit 2006: 5); the practiad and pledges to corporate
social responsibility are often narrated withinewelopmental and progressive
dimension; groups of businesses through privat@atines such as ‘Business Action
for Africa’ or in conjunction with multilateral oapisations, donors, NGOs and
unions have forged partnerships, agreements angaigns in support of specific
development priorities and the Millennium Develomin&oals (MDGSs). The
emergence and rise of these activities have alson decompanied by the emergence
of a new consensus, namely one which views thef@isector as a developmental
agent by virtue of contributing to economic growtteating jobs, raising income and
empowering the poor by providing a range of proslaetd services (UN Commission
2004; World Bank 2005; UNDP 2006).

Since the creation of the UN Global Compact in 2800, two years later, the
affirmation of the role of the private sector adseg development partner at the World
Summit on Sustainable Development, the UN has rstabéshed itself as one of the
most prominent advocate and initiator of partngrstior development with the
private sector. The concept of partnership, doéentil an exclusive relation
between the UN and the private sector, other astah as governments, NGOs,



unions and academia are encouraged to work togeitrebusinesses and the UN to
undertake a specific project and ‘share risks,arsibilities, resources, competencies
and benefits’ (UN General Assembly 2003: 4). Theraship rationale has gained
prominence not only because of its pragmatismusice features and potential
contribution to development but also because oWwits-win’ appeal, as public,

private actor involved in a partnership and theindficiaries stand to benefit
financially, in terms of reputation or efficiencyf€lson 2002).

Witte and Reinicke (2005) have argued that dedpigacial and human resources
constraints the partnerships approach is beconihgdmbedded in the UN’s modus
operandi. Evidence for this is provided by the gioaf partnerships portfolios
amongst leading and lesser prominent agenciegpip@ntment of partnership
brokers also known as ‘focal points’, the effodsle-centralise their management to
country offices, the development of tailored guides$ for engagement with business
and civil society, and the mushrooming of websatied publications geared towards
enhancing the profile of particular partnershipiative and attracting new partners.
No comprehensive database of UN partnerships ekistgever recent estimates
suggest that there are more than 400 in placen@#ind Zammit 2006: 18) ranging
from norm setting to the creation of new marketsifiRke and Deng 2000; Bull,
Bagés and McNeill 2004), the majority (if not alf)which claim to have a broad
development mandate.

Despite the steady proliferation of global parthgrs and their increasing localisation
very little is known about the way in which pubfpcivate partnerships project are
conceptualised, how they affect their expected tbh@ages, and whether business
realities and imperatives are actually geared tdwareeting the objectives of
equitable and sustainable development (McFalls RO0Vs paper seeks to offer an
empirical and conceptual contribution of the poétiprocesses, limits and potential
of UN brokered partnerships that seek to deep@neate inclusive and sustainable
agricultural supply chains in sub-Saharan Africar&lispecifically it appraises the
local processes of partnership brokerage, decisiaking mechanisms and project
implementation within the UNDP Growing SustainaBlesiness Initiative (GSB) in
Kenya.

Anchored in the Global Compact and managed by tiBRthe GSB seeks to
facilitate ‘business-led enterprise solutions dgrty in advancement of the
Millennium Development Goals’ (GSB website) wittethpecific intent of increasing
access by the poor to goods and services, empldyandrivelihood opportunities.
The organisational features of the GSB conform tigpacal multistakeholder
arrangement coordinated by a country broker anghgebon the participation of
governments, local and international businessesmridociety for policy
deliberation and individual projects’ appraisah& its creation in 2002, the GSB has
expanded its partnership portfolio to twelve depeig countrieSacross the
continents of Africa, Europe and Asia. The GSB @ctg§ are market led, this means
that the factor endowments and supposed compawadientage of less developed
and developing countries make agriculture, foodrshdevelopment for export or
local markets for those at the bottom of the pydar(fPrrahalad 2005) some of the

! Madagascar, Tanzania, Kenya, Zambia, Malawi, Maniagd Moldova, Mozambique, Serbia, Turkey,
Cambodia, Indonesia. The GSB platforms in Ethiofizgola and El Salvador were abandoned.



principal areas of interest and potential interi@ntTo date, out of 48 local projects
listed on the GSB website 20 focus specificallyttoedevelopment of local and
global supply chains for fresh fruits, vegetabteds, seeds, diary, fish and even the
establishment of a local fast food chain in Madagas

In an effort to determine the inclusiveness/exeieisess of the GSB arrangements at
country level and its effects upon smallholders anél poor, in a first stage, the
paper offers an overview of the GSB and its undeglgthos, it then contextualises
the initiative at local level by looking at the axt and processes that steer the
meaning and determine the feasibility of sustaiadlpisiness models for poverty
reduction. Thereafter, based on empirical reseapalducted in Kenya the paper
narrates and appraises the limits and potenti@fpartnership projects targeting the
export market for macadamia nuts and the local etddc mango fruit juice. The
paper argues that the economic rationale driviegotirtnership projects have not
reached out or significantly benefited Kenyan rartd mangoes producers. By way of
a conclusion it will be suggested that the poté¢tisthe GSB needs to be rooted in
more open and transparent deliberation and implétien processes and a more
equal recalibration between business interestslamelopment needs.

2. What is the UNDP Growing Sustainable Business itimative?
Inception

It was in the occasion of the Global Compact’s sedddolicy Dialogue on ‘Business
and Sustainable Development’ that the concept oénkealised partnerships with a
development dimensions took a concrete form. THeyDialogue’s group on how
companies contribute to sustainable developmenfiopwiard the idea of contacting a
group of companies which would be willing to exgl@ustainable business
opportunities in less developed countries (LDCs) nwork with stakeholders from
those countries to develop an understanding of loeads (UN Global Compact 2002
a). The Policy Dialogue participants agreed up@nidlea of accelerating business
expansion in LDCs and contributing to the eradarabtf poverty through profits,
thereafter an initiative entitled ‘Sustainable Istreent and Access to Basic Services
in LDCs’ was constituted. Chaired by Sir Mark Modgtyart, former CEO of Shell
and Chair of Business Action for Sustainable Degelent (BASD), the group was
reconvened in a follow-up dialogue in Paris whéefiossibility was examined of a
voluntary commitment by Global Compact’s signatetie grow a proportion of their
business activities in LDCs in line with the pripleis of sustainability. The idea was
then envisaged to become a multi-stakeholder patinewith the twin aims of
contributing to economic growth and socio-econod@eelopment (UN Global
Compact 2002 b).

In the run up the Johannesburg Summit on SustaiaéNelopment, Sir Mark
Moody Stuart was invited by the Compact’'s Execubwector, Georg Kell, to
identify a number MNCs who would be interestedxpanding their investment
portfolio in sub-Saharan Africa and be part of@usion in support of sustainable
development’ (Interview, 6 June 2005). The influginposition of the BASD’s Chair
guaranteed that a number of companies respondéd/plysto the proposed
initiative, and the Global Compact in cooperatiathit NCTAD, UNEP and UNDP
seized this opportunity to present an embryonic\oge of the initiative in



Johannesburg. At a high-level roundtable chairedNySecretary General Kofi
Annan and attended by head of states, businessrgeadd prominent international
NGOs the Growing Sustainable Business Initiative l@anched and was proclaimed
by the Secretary General as the ‘most promisingvgey in overcoming the poverty
trap...and give hope and opportunity to the worldsnest’ (UN Global Compact
2002 c). Shortly after the Summit, UNDP, one of @@mmpact’s core agencies, was
delegated with the task of running the initiatideyeloping it further and decentralise
it to UNDP’s Country Offices. The choice of devalgithe partnership initiative to
the UNDP’s Division for Business Partnerships wasatibed by a UN official as
‘natural’, since the Office of the Secretary Geheegeks to promote universal values,
whereas UNDP is the operational development artheotUN at country level
(Interview, UN, 9 December 2005).

Aims

The official launch of the initiative correspondeda clearer delineation of the main
aims and immediate objectives underpinning the afdarging partnerships for
poverty through business models. In the first adfidocument co-produced by the
Compact and UNDP the overall contribution of theBG3#&as identified as being a
means to alleviate poverty and promote sustairdgdlelopment by ‘facilitating
sustainable business and investment by the preetidr through a process of multi-
stakeholder engagement with governments, civiletgcthe UN family and other
development organisations’ (UN Global Compact aiNDP). Here, ‘sustainable
investment’ is understood as a standard busindisstyasuch as FDI, production or
sales which is based on accepted measures of , sami@onmental, economic and
political responsibility as defined by the Globar@pact’s ten principles, but it is also
a type of investment which involves and is suppbkig a number of state and non-
state actors (Sandbrook 2002).

More specifically, the initiative wants to advartbeee interrelated goals. First, it
seeks to facilitate increased investment activibgassisting business partners along
with communities and relevant stakeholders throarginvestment cycle which
encompasses opportunity identification, businesgehdevelopment, co-financing
and implementation (Day, Gandhi and Giersing 200%acond, it wants to prove
that ‘sustainable business’ projects can mitigatkespread poverty through the
creation or revival of enterprises, supply chaihas allowing the poor to access
needed goods, services, employment opportunitiésanrces of income (Day,
Gandhi and Giersing 2005 b). Ultimately, the GSBir@s to support projects, which
are relevant to local contexts and are aligned natfhonal priorities to achieve the
MDGs, thereby making something happen for the neédsnation and the poorest in
it. These three aims appear to position the GSBwasgque UN initiative that wants to
move beyond philanthropy and corporate social nesipdity offering a value
proposition that yields economic as well socialines.

Structure

Operationally the GSB is coordinated at globaljaegl and country levels. Globally
a small team of UNDP advisors, based within the BPNBusiness Partnerships
Division, are expected to encourage internationatganies to take action; they also
assess the merits and weaknesses of local parimersiposals, coordinate country-



level activities and share country experiencesc&s007 the role of Business
Outreach Coordinator and GSB Regional Coordinatrevereated as meso-level
points of contact between the GSB headquartereim Xork, Regional Bureaux and
GSB brokers to provide strategic advise, expedigskeknowledge of market
conditions, partnership projects replicability dadsibility in particular region or
geographic areas. At country level, where thengaships unfold, a GSB Delivery
Mechanism is established in selected LDCs ‘wheaxkettolders agree that there is a
need for such programme and where the UNDP CoWffrge is committed to
supporting it’ (Day et al. 2005 a). The GSB Deliw&techanism consists of a full-
time GSB broker, who acts as an intermediary ferviérious stakeholders and
oversees the research arm (i.e. the broker and UNt@F), and assists stakeholders
in the creation of socio-economic background stideasibility studies and the
identification of sources of funding. The decisimaking mechanism through which
the GSB'’s targets are set, projects approved, ansenisus on the meaning of
sustainable business is reached, is the GSB CatimiinGroup — an umbrella group
made of government representatives, businessessN@@rnational organisations
and relevant bilateral and multilateral donors (GNbal Compact and UNDP 2002).

3. The GSB in Kenya: actors, processes and projects

Following consultation with the Kenyan governmehg private sector, the NGO and
the donor community the UNDP in partnership withID® and the ILO launched

the Global Compact and the GSB in Kenya on fl@faViay 2005. Both initiatives
officially took off at the same time, however whilee Global Compact Kenyan
network was only established two years later, t&8®ad already identified and
presented to an invited audience three partneshbipcts and was keen to establish a
coordinating group as soon as possible. AlthoughaBB broker was expected to run
and co-ordinate both, existing Kenyan Global Cortipaignatories were encouraged
to conceptualise and initiate sustainable busipegects (i.e. Tetra Pak and
Vestergaard Frandsen) while companies who expressederest in the GSB did not
have to sign up to the Global Compact or, at tirtte=y were not even made aware of
the Compact and its principles. The initial, almestlusive, focus on the systematic
development of the GSB in Kenya was not solely dasethe need to show that the
idea was viable and ‘pro-poor’ but also becauséipgstwo separate initiatives,
which for political and practical reasons could hetmore closely linked, was
proving to be an onerous task for a single civwivant. In other words, the Global
Compact was perceived as ‘extra work'’.

The Brokers

Within the GSB mechanism and processes, the raleedbroker is crucial in defining
the ‘success of the initiative’ (GSB Operation MahR007). The broker is not only
expected to identify and co-ordinate individualjpots while minimising the risks

and cost associated with an investment he/sheasexipected to make sure that these
projects have a clear development dimension andligmed with the goals of the
UNDP - particularly the MDGs. In Kenya a new GSBHKar was appointed on a
yearly basis; the first two brokers fitted withhretgeneral UNDP job description of a
candidate with extensive experience in the prigatdor, the capacity to provide
analysis of business models including investmeatysis and financial modelling,

and the ability to convene coalition of partnerstiBbrokers worked for a number of



years in the private sector and although interestel@évelopment they did not have
any experience or a nuanced (non-gquantitative) nstatteding of poverty reduction
strategies and interventions. An interview withraker confirmed that the kind of
development sought after by the civil servant &red@SB was primarily, if not
exclusively, economic, once it was stated that jmuority is to develop new markets,
creating employment and providing income...developraelhtrickle down’
(Interview, UNDP, 6 July 2006).

Brokers are also expected to establish the codidmgroup, identify business
partners interested in developing a sustainablmesss projects and forge linkages
between businesses and local NGOs. The abilitgttasa nodal point and
partnership broker appears to necessitate an ih #epwledge not only of local
market conditions but also of the various developnmastitutions, groups and actors
working in the country and often carrying out warkay from the capital city where
the UN compound is based. Although, UNDP Kenyadé&zhg tradition of
collaboration with a wide range of local privatelgyublic groups all the appointed
brokers have been foreign nationals who, upon app@nt, have been required to
map and thereafter make contact with ‘key’ partn€he apparent lack of ‘local’
knowledge on the part of the brokers has led adoftdN civil servant to propose for
the initiative to be de-linked entirely from UNDRdbe run exclusively by local
actors with the necessary expertise and familiavitih local conditions, development
actors and national development priorities (PersGoanmunication, 12 March
2007).

Coordinating Group

The Kenyan coordinating group was established shaifter the GSB’s launch, its
members had a history of institutional affiliatisith the UN or were invited to
become members by virtue of the scale of theirlweroent in private sector and
development types of activities. The identificatafrthe right or appropriate
stakeholders did not seem to conform to the aspiratf closing the democratic
deficit in global governance; rather, it mirrorezhcerns such as status, previous
contacts with UNDP Kenya and the willingness tdipgrate and devote time to the
GSB processes. Official documentation suggestsiieate groups should be quite
heterogeneous and represent a blend of public avate interests; however, on
closer inspection, those who participate in theepsses of deliberation are largely
private sector representatives, and a handfulaai INGOs with long-standing
interests in facilitating market expansion and @eépgf such as AMSCO and the
Gatsby Trust (KGT) in Kenya. The patrticipation ahdrs, international development
institutions and NGOs can be best described asdpowhereas union and the
Kenyan National Federation of Agricultural Prodwsckad been simply forgotten
(Interview, UNDP, 6 July 2006). Furthermore, despécognising the importance of
including government officials within the coordimeg mechanisms, the participation
of public officials has been limited and inconsigte

When questioned about the representativity of tbegthe emerging consensus was
that the supposed beneficiaries of the partnershgaot have to be included in

2 Ronen Shamir (2004) differentiates these NGOs frommter-hegemonic social movements referring
to them as Market Non-Governmental OrganisationaNEOs).



deliberations. One current member of the coordngagiroup commented that ‘when
you bring the farmers in they tend to bring theimanterests and they are not very
objective. We, on the other hand have no direstested interest, we think about the
whole community and not about individuals...| woudetlfas if | let the farmers down
if 1 did not attend a meeting’ (Interview, KGT, Jdly 2006). Another member from
the private sector added that ‘the coordinatingigns broad enough and if a labour
union was to be invited to join they would not regent the non-unionised farmers’
(Interview, Export Promotion Council, 20 July 200By the same token, the GSB
broker never questioned whether the group coulchdge more ‘inclusive’ or
whether the beneficiaries, those who do not nogntedlve a voice in society, should
be consulted at any point of the partnership peggreferring instead to focus
her/his attention on targets (i.e. number of pitsjecommercial feasibility and
potential outcomes) rather than participatory madmas of deliberation and
implementation. Furthermore, once the coordinagirayp was established with an
official list of names published in the GSB Kenyadhure entry points to join or
expand the group appeared to be immediately resdric

Identification, Endorsement and Project Portfolio

During the early stages of institutional developiigNDP New York contacted
various foreign companies and multinational corpors who would be potentially
interested in developing sustainable business rmadé{enya and then passed on the
details to the GSB Kenya. At the same time, thallbcoker was also urged to contact
foreign companies and small and medium size ensep(SMES) in an effort to
establish a preliminary project portfolio. Bothatrgies showed early signs of success
which was further compounded once the CoordingBramup member started to
spread the word amongst their contacts about tH l6&Siness proposition and the
possibilities of co-funding it offered for marketsearch and socio-economic
feasibility studies. The successive broker wasrdeteed to reach out to a wider
audience and, in collaboration with a small teartdNDP interns, contacts with the
local media were made and boisterous articles eGthB appeared on the Kenya
Times and the Daily Nations in 2006, which wererdbllowed by a nomination at

the Africa Investor Awards 2006. At this point thkker was no longer on the
lookout for potential business partners as the UMR being directly contacted by
local enterprises (Interview, UNDP, 6 July 2006).

As expression of interest started to dramaticaltyease the GSB Kenya pioneered
the development of more specific guidelines to ss#ee economic and social impact
of proposed partnership projects. Initial screenuag undertaken by the broker on
the basis of a clear and equitable delineatioh@tiusiness case and social impact of
each initial proposal, ‘a project which does nagant a convincing business case,
despite having strong social impact, cannot beidensd a GSB project. Similarly, a
project that makes business sense but cannotisutficdemonstrate sustainable
development impact will not be endorsed by the GE®rsonal Communication, 7
July 2006). In a second stage, in order to be densd for formal GSB endorsement
and potential co-funding every business was regddstoutline in writing or

verbally expose to the Coordinating Group the ptogkescription, the business case
and financial plan for engaging in a new venturenarket development as well as
indicating its supposed development impact, whaottlie majority of proposed
projects equated to an assumption of potentialimgnployment and income or (see



Annex 1). It is important to note that businessesawltimately left with the
responsibility to select the supposed beneficiandependently of whether these fell
within the category of ‘poor’ or not. Furthermovehile the project proposals gave
estimates of employment creation, approximationseahincome increases, scope for
human capital development and a commitment to camg¢ with labour and
environmental standards were not required andhemtajority of cases, omitted.

Between 2005 and 2007, 18 projects were presentk@asitively reviewed during
the bi-monthly Coordinating Group meetings (see énh). Eight partnerships were
subsequently de-linked from GSB Kenya and pursuétbwt GSB assistance
because companies did not need the platform aridnzbag or were developed in
other countries, for example, Tetra Pak moved ¢0GBB Tanzania to explore the
development of an integrated supply chain for UHIkn®©ut of the remaining
(officially endorsed) ten partnerships, those ‘dechfrom New York’ with MNCs
such as Voxiva, Freeplay and Microsoft did not taKedue to low commitment,
diverging interests and communication problemsragifom the fact that some of the
companies did not have offices in East Africa.

Unlike the original expectations, the currentlyiaetseven partnerships are those who
might also hold the greatest developmental potentionly because they are led by
Kenyan companies but also because they intendtdecexplicit linkages with local
firms and, in the case of agricultural intervensipemall producers (Jenkins 2005:
252). The preponderance of proposed and existiniggis targeting the agricultural
sector and smallholders is not casual; agricuktunek food production constitute the
backbone of Kenya's economy with more than twoionlloutgrowers, labourers and
brokers working to meet the demands of local condiom and the export market
(Dolan and Humphrey 2004; Brown and Sanders 20@3\)ever, the sectoral
concentration of agricultural and food projects ad arise primarily out of concerns
for poverty mitigation in rural areas, where poyesthighest and agricultural
production is the main form of subsistence (Freer&dlis and Allison 2004), but
because market demands and research establishetistantial returns could be
made from smallholders’ flexible and cost-efficignbduction.

4. The GSB Kenya in action: global nuts and local angoes

How do the GSB sustainable business models work?approval and endorsement
of two distinct projects, a global supply chain fleacadamia nuts and a local supply
chain for mangoes occurred in 2005; they were asiahg first group of projects
formally endorsed by the GSB Kenya and the CootitigaGroup and, as 2008, they
are both still listed as ‘active’ in the GSB globatbsite as well as in UNDP Kenya
website. Although the GSB Kenya, is still in it$ancy, experimenting with the
brokerage of partnerships, project implementatiwh gupervision, the narratives and
developments of both project indicate that glolval Ebbcal market demands have
resulted in both projects failing to bear any ficahand non-financial benefits to
their expected beneficiaries — the smallholdeismbu and Malindi.

Global Entrepreneurs and Macadamia Nuts

Between 2002 and 2004, as part of its expansiategfy, the international trading
company Global Entrepreneurs International (GEl)sponsored by NORAD and



funded by AIESEC executives, set up a new offickenya, Global Entrepreneurs
Africa, in an effort to open up opportunities faetexport of locally produced spices,
beans and nuts. In 2005 the company identifiedademia nuts as the prime product
for its export activities. Research undertakenhgydompany showed that local
production for exports had doubled between 2000284 raising from 4,900 metric
tons to approximately 10,000 metric tons and thatiocal production and processing
market in the hands of Kenya Nut Company had then@al to be made more
competitive. Global forecast indicate not only tiretcadamia constituted 2% of the
world market for nuts but also that Northern densaiod healthier food products was
set to rise. The global scoping exercise also wasd that the global market for the
product was dominated by Australian and South Afriproducers and the prices
were highly fluctuating and dictated by criteriakuas quality and demand. Within
this context the idea of developing a value-addeddenmarket for organic macadamia
nuts and oil emerged and the export company Gldbtd was established in early
2005 as a Kenyan incorporated company wholly owne@lobal Entrepreneurs
Africa.

Once established, Global Nuts started to look fodpcers with sufficient supplies to
initiate its export activities and establish marlkeitages with wholesale buyers in
Europe. During this phase, the company was corttdmtehe financial arm of Embu
Farmers Co-operative Society which owned Mt. KelNy#s — a factory which buys
macadamia nuts from 4000 farmers, processes akdgex the nuts for sale to the
international market. The factory, endowed with tiéghnology to dry, grade, crack
and package the nuts was not able to sell currehtia overly generous surplus stock
and, unable to meet loan re-payments it was riskankruptcy and delayed payments
to farmers. Global Nuts decided to source macadant&from Mt. Kenya Nuts who
‘promised extremely optimistic supply forecast'tdrview, 13 July 2008), however
the first transactions were hampered by the fadttorthern buyers did not have
much confidence in the quality of Kenyan nuts artd #&nya Nuts was unable to
deliver the specified quantities of 14 containels/-November 2005, thanks to a cash
advance only 4 containers were shipped to EurogegtenMiddle East. Visits to the
factory established that much of the inventory wasle up of raw nuts (e.g. nuts
originating from shaken trees), purchases of mats ffarmers and middlemen were
made on a had hoc basis, the equipment was naj beed correctly as the factory
staff did not know how to operate the machinesthedactory was in need of
thorough clean up. Global Nuts determined thattahpnd human resources were
needed to resuscitate the fortunes of its mainlgrpp

Contacts had already been made with the GSB isuhener of 2005 but neither
Global Nuts nor the GSB broker could clearly deieenhow the UNDP could

provide assistance, the project was however indudéhe portfolio’s pipeline. The
definition of a GSB sustainable business model wittevelopment dimension
occurred much later, by accident rather than deS\gmile travelling for business
Global Nuts was introduced to a Japanese constftamt HardNut International

who had extensive experience in the Kenyan macadentiustry and had worked for
Kenya Nuts Company (Global Nuts’ main competitonene he oversaw propagation,
grafting, harvesting, nuts collection and proceagswWith the possibility open of

® Bilateral relationship between Japan and the Kemysvernment dated back to the 1970s when
Japan’s funding was instrumental in creating tis#itntions, capacities and infrastructures needed f
the creation of a Kenyan market for macadamia.



having a consultant to provide advice and prodaciiod processing, while the
marketing was already being developed by Globaldpnéneurs (i.e. website,
packaging, publicity, trade fairs), Global Nutsajgproached the GSB with a
preliminary plan for co-funding the consultant amas encouraged by the broker to
finalise the project proposal.

The ex-ante project proposal was developed entigl@lobal Nuts with input not
being provided by smallholders or the factory boahdse relations with Global Nuts
were increasingly strained by signs of internatabsgity and poor management, the
refusal of Global Nuts’ financial tendering and titée room for manoeuvre accorded
to a production and quality consultant installedhie factory by Global
Entrepreneurs. The project proposal however, hashrding the GSB broker, a
‘strong’ business and development proposition (inésv, 13 July 2006). The
business case was centred on the assumption theased quality, direct supply from
farmers as opposed to middlemen and improved krigelef manufacturing
processes and the long-term plan for an organteenicarket would have an impact
on macadamia prices; however it was acknowledgadglbbally more suppliers
were entering the market. The development casém@domponents; first it assumed
higher and more predictable sources of incomehiercb-operative’s farmers through
higher dividends and the premium ensuing from aeertification and higher
income opportunities for non-cooperative farmeegosd it included, with little
details and no clear partners in place, capacitging elements such as education on
the industry, sustainable husbaridand loyalty programmes with the factory and the
organisation of farmers into groups (Personal Camoation, Global Entrepreneurs
Project Proposal, 14 July 2006). When it was dkithat the consultant’s role would
be that of determining profit sharing along themyghain and designing training
and loyalty programmes for ‘the farmers’, in Ju@@®@ the Coordinating Group
approved the project and a sum of $ 10,000 waasse¢ to co-funtithe consultancy
(GSB 2006 a).

At the time when fieldwork was conducted in Embly 2006, Global Entrepreneurs’
food engineer had prepared a detailed report onuheerous deficiencies that were
hindering the processing processes but was natetldo implement any changes, the
factory did not allow any visits while Mt. Kenya Muproduction manager, who
agreed to be interviewed outside the factory stttatl'we are a young factory, we
need help but the board of directors is too pdalitand it is unlikely anything will
change’ (Interview, 27 July 2006). The farmers,wa@ of any partnership project
taking place, had not seen any visible changesy €betinued to supply small
quantities nuts to the brokers and/or the co-oper&br 15 to 20 KSh/Kg depending
on the distance to the collection centres and deel ior cash, while continuing to
intercrop to secure income and personal consumfitercoffee, beans, maize,
bananas, cassavas). Trust that macadamia wouldproigher income was
dismissed in the light of the low number of trees Ipousehold (3 to 8) and limited
cultivation space, the seasonality of the fruig thistrust that the co-operative would

* The sustainability aspect of the project was mby celegated to ‘strict environmental and ecolagjic
guidelines’ free from chemical and pesticides (Beas Communication, Global Entrepreneurs Project
Proposal, 14 July 2006), but it also envisagedehgcling of the nuts’ shells and use them as fuel.

® Additional funding to follow up on the consultamtecommendation was expected to come from
NORAD (US$ 20,000) and Global Entrepreneurs Afiicghe form of human resources (US$ 22,535).
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be in a position to pay a ‘fair’ price (this wagetenined at around 80 KSh/Kg) and
the absence of channels for smallholders to vaéies tomplaints.

In Nairobi, while Global Nuts was already envisapinvesting in its own processing
factory in the capital’s export processing zonespntinued to hold talks with the
GSB Coordinating Group about Mt. Kenya Nuts andEh#u farmers but only
signalled that for financial reasons the factorygwaable to produce nuts for the new
season (GSB 2006 b). The Coordinating Group agrestdhe Minister of
Cooperatives should be consulted but even withitieésvention the project was filed
in 2007 when the UNDP determined that ‘the co-operadespite initial assurance,
was not in practice interested in providing besdfitits members’ (UNDP 2007: 47).
Global Nuts continues its operations in Kenyaas Bigned up to the local Global
Compact network, and it is still listed within tlSB project portfolio but in order to
ensure the survival of its own business it withhgrew its ‘assistance’ to Mt. Kenya
Nuts and the co-operative’s farmers. The GSB caatdexplain how the project
could have been run differently, but its plausioléenfer that issue of ownership
(Witte and Reinicke 2005: 44-46) was not adequadijressed and failure to bring
the partners and beneficiaries to the discussiole taight have largely contributed to
the demise of the proposed project.

KGT, Kevian and Local Mangoes

Unlike the partnership initiated by Global Entraprars, the idea of initiating a
supply chain for mangoes departed from the workttteKenya Gatsby Trust had
undertaken in support of facilitating market acdessmall-scale mango producers in
the coastal region of Kenya. The Gatsby Trust'srggt in mango production
developed before the GSB was created. The overgydtijective of the Trust, in

fact, is to catalyse sustainable wealth creatidhénpoorest areas of Africa and the
coastal districts of Malindi and Magarini are twictkoem one of them. In 2001 a
series participatory appraisal studies were imtand found that in the region
mangoes were overproduced and that they were maj beld due to poor quality

(i.e. the fruits were infested) and little accasstarkets, farmers were not organised,
a lack of secure sources of income incurred exgilo# transaction with middlemen
with each fruit being paid as little as KSh 1, aimak Ministry of Agriculture had
provided little or no extension services or pogtvbat facilities to smallholders.

Between 2003 and 2005, with funding secured froenGhatsby Trust and the JJ
Charitable Trust, KGT first encouraged mango grewerengage in common
marketing efforts and improved techniques, secander an arrangement
coordinated by the local KGT office, 61 youths wprivately trained by Bayer and
the Kenyan Agricultural Research Institute (KAR1)spraying trees against pest
while more than 200 farmers received advice onipguand how to minimise the risk
of infection (GT n/d). Within two years farmers werganised into13 groups with
membership of 253 and 26 private extension sepigeiders, furthermore thirteen
demonstration were set up, a system of farm ingoplees with a credit component
was put in place and a private extension manualdeasloped by KARI as part of
the capacity building elements of the project; B2 KARI also enabled one group
to receive quality assurance certification. Dutihig first phase, funding from the
Swiss sustainable development foundation BioVisilso enabled a parallel research
partnership between KGT and the International @eottinsect Physiology and
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Ecology (ICIPE) in order to develop a non-chemmadt spray based on natural
ingredients such as peppers and elements of tigeemous neem tree.

Once the farmers were trained and organised angui@y of fresh mangoes was
deemed suitable for sale, even if quality assurameehanisms needed to be better
defined, grading was not possible and collectioimggsaemained rudimentary, the
second phase of the project went ahead and focusskuking the local mangoes
market with buyers. Amongst the interested buyergacted by KGT figured Del
Monte and local supermarket chain Uchumi, whereaddrmer did not finalise the
agreement, the latter did buy some of the mangoes/ben Uchimi went bankrupt
the farmers were temporarily left with no buyehs.a moment of ‘panic’, whilst
looking for alternative buyers in 2005 the KGT virsisoduced to the GSB and the
first broker put KGT in touch with the Nairobi-baksglice producer Kevian
(Interview, KGT, 14 July 2007). At the time, Kevilad invested in a fruit processing
plant in Thika (50 Km North of Nairobi) in an eftdo decrease high inventory costs
and avoid heavy taxation on imported concentratprbglucing its own concentrate
for local consumption and export. The contactshédistaed by the GSB proved to be
successful as Kevian was interested in sourcing lmangoes, hence KGT took the
lead in facilitating a meeting between Kevian, 26up leaders and 3 extension
workers and the issues of quality, quantity andvdey dates were discussed.

The project was discussed and formally endorsetid=SB Coordinating Group in
October 2005 even if the factory had not been cetagdland uncertainties remained
over who would be supplying mangoes to Kevian, ¢okGT hoped that a deal with
the smallholders in Malindi could be finalised;sthvas reflected in the project
description which vaguely mentioned that ‘the kendficiaries would be small scale
farmers in specific district in the Easter, Centnadl Coastal and Rift Valley areas’
and the addition of GTZ to the partnership whohvelf-funding for the project
(GTZ PPP Fund), was entrusted with the responsilafilooking for more suppliers
of high quality mangoes in the central districtscérding to the GSB broker, the
proposal also lacked overall specificity, as it was clear whether the project would
be economically viable and how the quality of thengoes would be improved
(Interview, 16 July 2006). When Kevian attended@&B Coordinating Group
meetings clearer information on the direction @ pinoject could not be obtained but
the company continued to build a case for the neéabby the government to
remove excise duties on tax and water (GSB Kengd)20

In summer of 2006 the factory was almost complerediwith a mango creamer
ready to be installed negotiations with the origimeneficiaries, the producers in
Malindi, were re-opened. Kevian was prepared toJ#i{sh/Kg or 6.5 Ksh/ per
mango, however it also expected for the producepay for transport costs which,
including packing, loading and unloading were eated to be as high as 5 Ksh per
mango thereby making a net gain of 1.5 Ksh/per mnabgspite extensive research
with the eight most reliable transport companies w@nducted no deal was struck.
As the KGT project programme officer stated:

‘...If Kevian is not prepared to pay for the trandpmsts
that the partnership would have to come to an €hd.
export market is much more lucrative as the farmersld
gain a net profit of 6 Ksh per kg of mango andfdreners
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would not have to incur transport costs. The ordy for
the economic partnership to be resurrected wouldbe
Kevian to consider absorbing the transport costagver
Kevian is not a philanthropist and this alternativauld
have to make ‘business sense’, especially consgleri
ascending costs of fuel. At the bottom line of the
partnership economic considerations need to beifsed.
The processing factory is 50 km away from NairobD..1
hours drive away from Malindi...’

Despite the setback, and with no particular corexer the smallholders in Malindi
which continued to be independently assisted by X&® GSB continued to support
the Kevian project. In 2006 members of Coordinatdrgup visited the factory and
were pleased ‘with the opportunity to see the figcpwocessing passion fruit and the
state of the art equipment’ (GSB 2006 b). In theméhile GTZ was able to trace
mango producers closer to Thika and the benefasaxiere re-identified according to
cost and quantity criteria and the districts of Bere and Embu were chosen to start
anew a farmers’ training programme. However, everew smallholders were
identified and the Ministry of Agriculture had agteto offer extension services, there
was no defined capacity building plan in place thatild have ensured that the ‘new
beneficiaries’ would be in a position to meet thialgy and quantity demands
imposed by Kevian.

5. Discussion: The Limits of Sustainable Business ddels

Both case studies illustrated that the projectnitédin and the project direction (the
supposed direction of development) was ultimatelyned by businesses and dictated
by economic priorities with UNDP not raising objecis or questions about the
marginalisation of the beneficiaries, their rolghe projects, their expectations and
knowledge. At no point the intended smallholdersearvited to the discussions and
empowered to make basic decisions about theintigetls — economic opportunities
were catapulted from the outside and changes tprtject plans were defined in
Nairobi. Were nuts and mangoes the most profitatidduce of the smallholders?
Omitting the question of who defines and driveganable business projects is to
reinforce the apolitical notion that partnerships ‘aeutral’, infinitely inclusive and
that all the ‘stakeholders’ and beneficiaries imeal have an equal say. An emerging
body of critical scholarship on corporate sociap@nsibility and public-private
partnerships has observed that in multistakehdtdems and meetings those who
normally don’t have a voice in society are alsodhes excluded from the
discussions; furthermore, even when these grougeraseéhave a voice, as in the case
of the farmers in Malindi, ‘power relationships Wwetn stakeholder continue to shape
the issues raised, the alliances that are formédranissues that are identified’
(Prieto-Carrén et aR006: 984).

Second, the question of distribution of benefitd aosts deserves some attention. As
Blowfield (2007) asks, what assumptions can be dralaout the impact of these
interventions? Within the GSB model, lead compagges from the association with

® It linked smallholders to a Belgian wholesaler @bboking into donor’s fund to set up a pulp-
processing factory in Malindi, at the same timieais started research into the possibility of efsthiplg
the more lucrative market for dried mangoes.
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the UNDP name and the publicity that comes withete the reputational and
credibility gains are substantial and should notibéerestimated. Furthermore, as the
cases of Global Entrepreneurs and Kevian testdyGBB opened up to businesses
opportunities for networking and partnerships faiorg it offered free guidance on
the development of a business plan, and was institahin allowing businesses to
bid for or acquire public or private funding anddncing. The gains accruing to the
private sector are not only implicit in the GSBuelproposition but are also
cultivated because failing partnerships could pidéiy undermine the entire
initiative, its expansion plans and donors’ fun(ds)avertedly the GSB platform also
created a political space, at the Coordinating @roeetings, where, on occasions,
the private sector could discuss the kind of potiognges, which would be required
to foster more profitable and efficient economangactions (i.e. lower taxes).

Similar or commensurable benefits have not beeredhaith smallholders. At the
bottom of the supply chairsbmeopportunities for smallholders have been created
and equally removed. The viability of a sustaindiisiness model is, first and
foremost, dependent upon costs; beneficiariespacked’ because they can produce
what a company wants at a price and quality thde&med favourable by the buyer.
However, even if the prices paid tend to be highan what middlemen offer, buyers
have the power and capacity (i.e. resources arndoniet) to relocate their
‘developmental responsibilities’ towards more cetcient producers. What the
cases presented suggest is that smallholders’ veageimued to be determined by
formal and informal market transactions with presdor lower costs potentially
eroding their income base; employment opportunitesained seasonal, gendered,
and dependent on fluctuating demand while the @sicsinsecurities of global and
local competition evidently trickling down to thereficiaries/farmers. In the light of
this, the ‘beneficiaries’ of the projects said thatvival was dependent not only on
new market linkages but on family remittances, stalversification and the
identification of work opportunities away from tbeuntry side. Hence, even the
modest contributions that sustainable business hamaiethe GSB claim to bring in
the advancement of the MDGs or sustained povedyateon can be open to
challenges.

This however, is not to dismiss entirely the patntalue that sustainable business
models might yield for the processes of developraentthe livelihood of
smallholders. The new GSB guidelines for agro-fpadnership specify that several
capacity building component should be identifiedpto the development of a supply
chain and suggest that quality and productivityrovpments, building trust amongst
smallholders and organise farmers groups shoutkpkcitly integrated within

project proposals (GSB 2007: 43). With businessepwernments not always in a
position to offer such services the delegatiorhaf tesponsibility is expected to fall

in the hands of service delivery organisationsld@®Ds such as GTZ, USAID,

CARE, Gatsby Trust and TechnoServe. The introdoaticthis requirement is to be
welcomed as opposed to the previous ‘anything gagsfoach, however it also point
to an unambiguous trend towards the privatisatiasheselopment. The private
‘subcontracting’ of capacity building, implicit ilhe new guidelines, might benefit
some farmers for some time as they are not long-ieterventions, they focus on
narrow groups defined by private (and often forgigstitutional priorities and are
accountable to donors not the people they intersgtoe (Petras 2007; Hearn 2007).
Nonetheless, the emphasis placed on organisingrditgpproducers into groups might
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actually have longer lasting effects in that iteo#f some scope for the politically and
economically marginalised to use voice during niagioins with buyers.

The missed opportunity that the GSB Kenya hasddiefoster is a closer and more
systematic partnership with local authorities aighér-level governmental bodies, as
Frynas and Newell (2007: 677) point out ‘even i@ thost dysfunctional African
states, with weak government authorities, the stat¢inues to exert an important
influence on development’. Incorporating more meghilly public authorities in the
processes of defining how business interests anel@@nmental priorities might be
reconciled could potentially contribute to the letegm impact of sustainable business
models. For example, in the cases discussed lackrtdport, inadequate
infrastructures, information and credit were aéintified as factors that hindered the
furtherance of the partnerships’ developmental dsman and inherently called for
public policy intervention and the mobilisationresources for smallholders.
However, as the GSB is presently instituted a claiance between the government
and private interests might overlook some of tHasets while offering scope for
MNCs or SMEs to advance their own political agenda.

6. Conclusions

The GSB epitomises an example of proliferating ®ohpublic-private governance,
and like some of its counterparts such as DFID’siBess Linkages Challenge Fund
or the Sustainable Agriculture Initiative Platforits, mandate and current global
project portfolio it is placed in a unique positimaffect the welfare of small-scale
agricultural and food producers in LDCs. Notwitimgtang the initiative’s

experimental and ‘learn as you go’ approach, thephas sought to demonstrate that
its degree of inclusiveness is limited, while frtme perspective of the beneficiaries
its development impacts have yet to materialiseat/dine the implications of these
findings?

As they are currently conceptualised and implentetite GSB’s interventions are
prone to perpetrate several concerns that haveitleptified by the more critical
literature (Utting 2001; Martens 2007) such as coamgling the power of businesses,
the replacement of the role of governments as @geo of public goods and the
corollary creation of elitist mode of governancie$e new social pacts could be
perceived as more legitimate and even prove todre eifective if aligned with
existing or developing public programmes and theeeted beneficiaries and
smallholders in particular were given more voicéh@a phases of deliberation and
project implementation. Opening up the GSB’s deaisnaking decision-making
mechanism to the beneficiaries of the projects greup leaders), other non-strategic
and less complacent ‘stakeholders’ coupled withctiesistent involvement of public
authorities could improve the prospects of commatimig and addressing more
widely the risks, opportunities, positive and nagatjualitative impact(s) of each
project. Finding an operating and feasible govereastructure that reaches out and
empowers the beneficiaries such as smallholderdraiors and employees would
appear to necessitate a fundamental shift away fh@mop-down and technocratic
practices currently in place. As Perez-Aleman (2@®j suggests ‘a future
development agenda that combines social and ecorasaelopment needs to bring
in a broad representation, including poorer protkice
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A more meaningful recalibration between busineter@sts and development needs to
be considered in the light of the unpredictable emutradictory outcomes that
partnerships discussed have produced (and migrdadege). So far, intimate
relationship have been nurtured with companies wothsiderable assistance been
offered to the private sector, while, comparatiyebry little attention has been paid

at the livelihood of those at the lower end of sheply chain. In the context of
agricultural projects, field visits have been orngad or were planned to view

factories but they have not ventured beyond thefg@gates. Creating employment
and income are some of the postulated benefitstisainable business models might
produce but these assumptions need to be verifiedalowed up while closer
attention will progressively need to be placedlmquality of employment
relationships that different partnerships promote #he wider social investment they
might attract. The GSB does not currently have tooimg or impact assessment
mechanisms, what is known about ‘development’ gsitiiormation that lead-
businesses disclose, but as partnerships deveddgNIDP will have to demonstrate
how and whether the model works not only to theaatlwge of private partners but
also for those it seeks to lift out of poverty.
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Annex 1: Growing Sustainable Business Initiative Ryject Portfolio 2005-8

Date Project Partners | Project Description Develoment Beneficiaries Progress
Objectives (Other than lead
company)

May 2005 Grameen, UNDP| Introduce a ‘Village | Enable accessto | Microfinance De-linked from
Phone’ model whereby | mobile phone Institutions, Village | GSB Kenya.
local entrepreneurs whag technology. Operators, local
purchase a communities.
telecommunication kit
from Grameen and its
partners would provide
phone services.

May 2005 SC Johnson, Attain higher production| Increase the income Support 1 million De-linked from

Pyrethrum Board | of natural pyrethrum by | raised from the cash people living in GSB
of Kenya (PBK), | increasing quantity and | crop. Give farmers | 1$/day. Kenya/Active
Approtec (now quality. PBK's role is to | access to irrigation
KickStart). provide free clonal seedstechnology and
while Approtec market | seeds.
and sells MoneyMaker
pumps.

May 2005 Tetra Pak, UNDR. Development of a cere&overty reduction, | Consumers — urban| De-linked from
based nutritional milk to| development of the | and rural poor. the GSB
be used by workers, private sector, Kenya/ Pilot
people living with improved health and project active
HIV/AIDS, relief zones, | education, improved GSB Tanzania.
refugee camps and trade balance.
schools.

Summer Export Promotion| Establish cooling Increased income | Farmers. De-linked from

2005 Council (EPC), a | facilities in production | and employment, the GSB

European areas for perishable higher trade with Kenya.
Logistics products, refrigerated | the EU.
Company, an trucks and storage
Airline, Co-op facilities to ensure
Bank, GTZ, KGT,| unbroken cold chains to
UNDP. EU markets.
Summer Global Develop a global supply| Increased income | Farmers, local Active
2005 Entrepreneurs, chain for macadamia and employment, | processing plant.
Global Nuts, Mt. | nuts and strengthen the| higher exports.
Kenya Nuts, domestic nuts production
UNDP. by working with farmers
and a local processing
plant.

Summer Vestergaard- Development of a water| Reduce the Consumers - urban | De-linked from

2005 Frandsen, UNDP,| purification tool called | proportion of peoplg and rural poor. GSB
Life Straw, which without access to Kenya/Active
prevents water born safe and drinking
diseases. The locally water.
produced straw costs
US$3 and lasts one yeay.

Summer Waving Establishing a mobile Enable acaess t| Urban and rural De-linked fron
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2005 Communications| phone recycling plant to| mobile phone poor. the GSB
UNDP. manufacture and technology. Kenya.
assemble mobile phones
at lowering
manufacturing costs than
market standards.
Summer D1 Qil, Total, Increase the production| Higher income and | Jatropha farmers andDe-linked from
2005 Vanilla of biodisel produced by | employment, higher| biodisel consumers.| the GSB
Development Jatropha plants and production Kenya.
Foundation, establish a distribution | capacities,
UNDP. network across 100 sustainable fuels.
service stations across
Kenya.
October Freeplay Energy, | Freeplay manufactures | Improved education| Rural Communities | Endorsed by
2005 Co-operative products that make use | through with infrequent the GSB
Bank, UNDP. of self-sufficient energy.| employment access to electricity.| Kenya/lnactive
Establishment of an Eagt creation and local
Africa distributor to sell | economic
the products to retailers| development.
who have been granted a
microfinance loan. The
retailer will sell the
products using a two-
part tariff model.
October Kevian, Kenya Creation of a supply Poverty reduction | Small-scale farmers| Active
2005 Gatsby Trust, chain for mangoes to through in Eastern, Central,
Africa Insect produce locally, rather | employment coastal and Rift
Science for Food | than import, creation and local | Valley area.
and Health concentrated fruit juice. | development.
(ICIPE), Ministry
of Agriculture,
GTZ, Kenya
Federation of
Agricultural
Producers,
UNDP.
October Microsoft East Tailoring Microsoft’s Poverty reduction | Small and Medium | Endorsed by
2005 Africa, Small Business through Size Enterprises. the GSB
International Accounting - an existing| employment Kenya/
Financial productivity tool target | creation and local Inactive
Corporation (IFC)| application - to suit the | development.
SME Solutions specific needs of SMEs
Centre, IFC in Kenya.
Grassroots
Business
Organization,
Institute for
Development
Studies (Nairobi),
UNDP.
December Ezipei, UNDP. Creation of an automate@overty reduction | Microfinance De-linked from
2005 low-value financial through the Institutions. the GSB
payment system for provision of Kenya.
microfinance services. | microfinance
services.
December Voxiva, Pride Development of an Reduce information| Farmers. De-linked fro
2005 Africa (Drum existing information asymmetries and the GSB rT
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Net), UNDP. platform, which gives l reduce poverty Kenya/Active
farmers access to marketthrough increased
and financial data sales.
through mobile phones
rather than the internet.
June 2006 Co-operative Make available micro- | Provide the 15,000 informal Active.
Insurance insurance services to informal sector with| traders.
Company of informal traders at the protection
Kenya (CIC), affordable premiums. against risks that
Corporate might lower
Renewal, productivity,
Microfinance income and circles
Institutions of poverty.
(MFIs), Nairobi
Informal Sector
Confederation,
UNDP.
June 2006 Gamewatchers | Provide access to water| Access to safe Local communities. | Active.
Safari (Porini), by drilling boreholes drinking water,
UNDP. outside an eco-camp in | increased
the Mara region. employment and
income through
tourism
development.
August 2006 | Celtel, Psitek, Increase the usage of | Poverty reduction | Payphone operatorg Active.
Value added Celtel's Simu Yetu through and consumers who
Services, community payphones | employment benefit from lower-
Packetstream, by launching a next- creation (i.e. 13,500 cost access to money
Pride Africa, generation of data-rich | new payphone transfer and other
Health Data GPRS (General Packet | operators) and local commercial
System, MFls, Radio Service) economic services.
UNDP. payphone. development.
August 2006 | Suera Flowers, | Develop a supply chain | Poverty reduction | Farmers. Active.
Africa Now, for Suera flowers, which| through
UNDP. includes investment in | employment
cold storage, pack- creation (from the
houses, vehicles, trucks| existing 250 to
for collection as well as | 5,000 jobs). Access
financing facilities for to export markets
farmers. through certification
and quality controls
2007 Honeycare Africal Encourage small farmersPoverty reduction | Small-scale farmers| Active

(HCA), UNDP.

to begin beekeeping ang
reach the consumers at
the bottom of the
pyramid by selling 20g
honey jars in the slum
areas in Kenya.

] through
employment
creation and
diversified sources
of income.

beekeepers and
consumers.
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