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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

i. The paper reviews the Nigeria Better Business Initiative (BBI). The main objective is to present an innovative structuring of a sustainable public-private sector dialogue mechanism.  Designed to build local consensus on reforming the business environment, the BBI supports change agents within the public and private sector while also building the capacity of the local private sector institutions to engage the public sector on constructive dialogue.  The paper also provides a demonstration of donor coordination to support the research and advocacy activities of the initiative.

ii. Public-private sector dialogue in Nigeria has been conducted in a fragmented and unstructured manner.  Since independence, the Nigerian private sector has organized itself around trade groups, but they have been largely left out of the economic policy making process.  The increased dominance of the public sector in the 1970s and early 1980s oil boom contributed to building a huge gap between the public and private sector and creating an atmosphere of mistrust.  

iii. Since 1999 the democratic government has shifted to more private sector oriented policy has accelerated; and along with it there was an urgent need for the private sector to better organize itself to dialogue with the government.  The private sector on its part was weak due to years of domination by the public sector and repression by military governments, and lacked the necessary skills to engage in effective dialogue.  

iv. In July 2002, the African Institute for Applied Economics (AIAE), supported by the donor community and the government, organized a forum to discuss a series of diagnostic assessments of Nigeria’s business environment, and forge an agenda for reform.  Following that event, it was agreed that there is an urgent need to build and support a sustainable public-private sector mechanism that utilizes the evidence-based research and international best practice, and also builds the capacity of local private sector agencies to identify, prioritize and implement reforms in the business environment.  To this end, five local institutions (working groups) were selected and supported with grants to conduct research and advocacy on five key areas: SME development, infrastructure, agriculture, institutional and regulatory reforms and trade and macro economic policy.  Each working group was managed by a Nigerian institution, comprising a mix of an economic research firm, business associations, a law firm, and the leading business school.  The initiative became known as the Better Business Initiative.  

v. Over a two year period, the working groups conducted a series of research and advocacy initiatives, and in April 2005, presented its results in the form of roadmaps and bottlenecks to stakeholders during the Second Competitiveness Forum on Private Sector Growth.  A group of donors active in private sector development (World Bank, USAID and DFID) provided financial support, in response to proposals prepared by the different groups.  

vi. The BBI has succeeded in starting public discourse on specific constraints faced by the Nigerian private sector, especially regarding access to business registration services, alternative dispute resolution mechanism and private sector participation in infrastructure development. The BBI has also provided the local host institutions a platform for engaging with the public sector; in addition, the initiative has created a network of public and private sector agents who are committed to reforming the business environment and this adds to their credibility and leverages on their potential to reach the public sector.   

vii. The government’s new economic strategy document has identified the BBI as the main forum for dialogue with the private sector.  In addition, the BBI process itself enhanced the ability of the working group chair institutions to mobilize relevant stakeholders, network formally and informally with public sector counterparts, and perform effectively as advocates for reform.  

viii. The BBI is now transitioning to a new phase.  The stakeholders all want to continue the effort, and are largely committed to doing so.  The key shift in activity will be to move from the research/identification phase to one focused more on continuous advocacy.  The BBI offers a rich experience for other similar efforts; the major lessons to be drawn are:

· Donor coordination:  External financial support was critical to increasing the profile of the BBI, bringing in international best practice expertise, and allowing the host institutions to devote substantial resources under their control.  The support from multiple donors, encompassing those most involved in private sector development, also increased the impact of the BBI itself.  The willingness of donors to take a back seat in the process was critical to its success to date; in the future continued support from multiple donors will need to be matched by a more responsive administration and pooled funding mechanism.

· Prioritization of reforms: given the enormity of the problems facing the Nigerian private sector as evidenced from all the diagnostic exercises conducted after the country’s return to democracy, it was necessary to have a prioritized action plan that is geared towards harvesting relatively “low hanging fruits” and creating a demonstration effect.

· Local host institutions:  the adoption of individual issues by different private sector institutions as working group chairs was key to fostering ownership.  In the Nigerian context, it forestalled the otherwise daunting task of creating consensus from a broader group on each issue, and allowed the chair to assert leadership in those areas critical to it.  Reinforcing this was the importance to each working group of the ability of the chair to mobilize and incorporate relevant stakeholders, so that it was not perceived as a narrowly parochial exercise.  Finally, the stature of the secretariat institution is also key, in particular to have an organization regarded as neutral but qualified and informed, with the respect and trust of both public and private sectors.   

· Political support:  gaining the involvement and support of the public sector was critical right from the beginning, at a general level and with each working group.  The general policy orientation of the Obasanjo administration has been favorable to the private sector, which was mirrored by a receptivity to well reason inputs to the policy process from the private sector.  In this sense as well, the BBI responded to a window of opportunity, in particular with a reform agenda for the outset of the Obasanjo government’s second term.  

1.  
Introduction

1.1  
In 1960 when Nigeria became independent, the dominant economic policy direction thinking was to expand the government’s role through direct intervention and ownership in the economy.  With support of international donor agencies, the government gained the commanding heights and dominated economic activity in the country.  

1.2  
Sharply increased public revenues from the oil boom of the 1970s further cemented government’s dominance and thwarted the growth of the emerging private sector.  During this era, government invested heavily in infrastructure, agricultural and industrial production.  The boom also caused a fundamental shift in private sector activity away from agricultural and industrial production to government contracting and trade.  

1.3  
By the late 1980s, a shift in economic thinking was beginning to recognize the role of the private sector in development; the Nigerian government began to open up to a more private sector-led economy.  There was then the need to engage the private sector in dialogue on economic policy making.  However, the private sector had been weakened and lacked the capacity to constructively prioritize and implement reforms.  The resumption of  military rule forestalled the limited economic progress made in the early 1990’s; but with  the return to democracy in 1999 economic policy again shifted in favor of a more open, private sector led economy.  At this time effective representation by the private sector became critical to national economic policy deliberations.   

1.4. 
The objective of this paper to examine the Better Business Initiative (BBI), an innovative mechanism designed to improve private sector ability to engage the public sector in effective dialogue on reforming the business environment.   Since inception in 2002, the BBI has created a structure consisting of a network of public and private sector agents organized into five thematic working groups.  The working groups have engaged in research and advocacy with financial support and access to international best practice from the supporting donors.

1.5.   The book is still open on the BBI, as it is now in a critical transition phase.  This paper addresses the results to date with the BBI; even if the final chapter is not yet written, the experience offers many lessons in effective private sector advocacy and public-private dialogue.   Section 2 evaluates the history of public-private sector dialogue in the country and provides a review of some of the challenges to effective dialogue. Section 3 provides a detailed assessment of the organization and activities of the BBI, the challenges faced the policy reform impact and lessons learned. 

2.
Public-Private Sector Partnership in Nigeria

2.1
The Rise of Public-Private Sector Dialogue 

2.1.1. Prior to the 1980, the Nigerian private sector was generally marginalized by the huge public sector.  The formation of the first business association, the Lagos Chamber of Commerce, in 1886 and the creation of the Manufacturers Association of Nigeria (MAN) in 1971 did provide a suitable counterweight to the state or a stimulus to effective public-private sector dialogue.

2.1.2.
By the late 1980s, it was apparent that Nigeria’s version of big government had failed.  Oil rather than agriculture dominated economic activity, accounting for 95% of exports, 42.5% of GDP, and 75% of government revenues
.   Government spending, including parastatals, accounted for over 40% GDP
.  Nigeria became further out of step with thinking in development economics, which increasingly recognized the role of private enterprise in determining economic growth and development.  Central to this new thinking is the idea that creating an environment that promotes and supports entrepreneurship and private investment was a primary function of governments.  

2.1.3.
The introduction of the Structural Adjustment Program (SAP) in 1986 was an attempt to address some of the imbalances in the system and thereby create a wider room for private sector activity.  The key objective of SAP was therefore to rejuvenate the manufacturing sector and introduce a more market oriented economy which in turn reduces the role of the government in economic activity.  Although economists still debate whether the SAP, implemented unilaterally by Nigeria without support of donors or the Bretton Woods Institutions, was beneficial, without doubt it unleashed the latent energies within the private sector.  The controversy over SAP sparked the formation of the Enabling Environment Forum (EEF) in 1989
, which was the private sector’s first real attempt to organize itself in a more cohesive manner and hence dialogue better with the government. 

2.1.4.
The EEF was the first time a committee of both private and public sector actors voluntarily got together to dialogue generally on the economic and specifically on removing the constraints to private sector growth.  Even without a formal secretariat and with a very loose governing structure, EEF outlined a set of initiatives aimed at “de-bottlenecking” key issues in the economy.  By focusing on building consensus on the need to privatize and liberalizing key state owned enterprises, EEF succeeded in demonstrating the need of a national body made up of pubic and private  representatives working to create an enabling environment for private sector growth.  

2.1.5.
The EEF itself was short-lived, but became the inspiration for the first national “economic summit” called for by the new civilian transitional government in 1993.  The National Economic Summit was the first attempt to determine, through dialogue, the critical areas of reform and build consensus around the need for and direction of fundamental reforms.  The Summit also developed an Action Plan which is a summary of the major recommendations and decisions taken during the summit and was to be implemented by both the private and public sectors. To ensure full government participation in this agenda, the National Planning Commission Decree of 1993 was put in place to “…maintain liaison with the private sector, labor unions, universalities, research institutes, NGOs and such other bodies as may be useful in promoting plan formulation, acceptability and implementation of government economic policies.
  The National Planning Commission (NPC) therefore became the agency within government charged with developing an effective dialogue with the private sector.  

2.1.6.
To further institutionalize the established relationship between the public and private sector, the private sector decided to create a secretariat for the summit process.  The secretariat, the Nigerian Economic Summit Group (NESG)
 therefore focused on ensuring that the recommendations were implemented.  In order to develop a more detailed and sustainable implementation reform agenda, the NESG in partnership with the government began the Vision 2010 project, in line with similar exercises at the time in Malaysia.  The Vision 2010 also served as vehicle to build broad-based consensus around reform areas such as corruption, law and order, good governance and creating sustainable economic growth.  What was different about Vision 2010 was that it became a blueprint for sustainable economic growth and development and provided a unifying focus for Nigerians. This strategy was to be implemented jointly by both the private and public sectors.  The Vision 2010 report set out in clear terms the roles and responsibilities of each of the actors in the dialogue.  This Vision 2010 report also gave the NESG an advocacy agenda.

2.1.7.
Since inception the NESG has organized a structured annual dialogue with government through its summit meeting which has focused on broad issues such as privatization of the telecom industry and stabilization of macroeconomic indicators.  The return of the country to democratic rule in 1999 created an even wider scope for private sector participation in economic policy making.  The Obasanjo administration’s economic blueprint “The Nigerian Economic Policy 1999-2003” called for “a more private sector-led economy.”  To demonstrate the administration’s willingness to work with and listen to the private sector, President Obasanjo held a four day policy dialogue with the “Organized Private Sector” (OPS).
  These discussions centered on how to involve the private sector more in four key economic sectors- oil and gas, manufacturing, banking and finance, and agriculture and solid minerals.  To institutionalize this within government, the president creates the Presidential Consultative Committee on Revitalization of the Economy (PCCR) and the Economic Policy Coordinating Committee which is resident in the office of the Vice-President.    

2.1.8. Besides the NESG, there were other business associations and groups involved in representing private sector interests to government and the public, including advocating for a better business environment.  However, the NESG quickly became the focal point for national, broad based economic dialogue with the public sector, and it evolved into much more than the organizer of the annual summit meetings, with substantial capacity to address the main macroeconomic and policy issues.  

Box 1:  Major business membership organizations

Manufacturers Association of Nigeria (MAN): the strongest business association in the country, with the widest membership network; mostly manufacturers.

Nigerian Associations of Chambers of Commerce, Industry, Mining and Agriculture (NACCIMA): an umbrella organization of several city-level chambers; members are mostly within commerce and trading.

Nigerian Association of Small and Medium-sized Enterprises: NASME: members are mostly small manufacturing companies.

Nigerian Employers Consultative Association (NECA): represents employers on labor and concentrates on labor-related issues.


Nigerian Association of Small-Scale Industrialists (NASSI): members are mostly very small entrepreneurs; recognized by government in policy dialogue.

Nigerian Business Women Forum (NBWF): a small and new organization; focus on capacity building for female entrepreneurs. 

2.2. Current Challenges to Effective Dialogue 

2.2.1
In addition to the annual Economic Summit meetings and associated processes, there were three main channels of dialogue between the private and public sectors.  The first avenue was through regular contact between the OPS and respective ministries within government regarding annual or periodic policy pronouncements.  A typical example would be the relationship between the private sector and the Ministry of Industry.  At the beginning of each year, the Ministry of Industry together with the Ministry of Commerce and the Federal Inland Revenue Service (FIRS) would outline its economic agenda for the year with specific details on changes in tax policy and tariff adjustments.  MAN and NACCIMA would then prepare its own response to these policies and forward them to the Minister in charge of the ministry.  (Very often, the views of MAN and NACCIMA would differ significantly especially in the area of tariff adjustment.)   Another example of this nature of dialogue is the invitation of the private sector to make inputs in the annual budget.  

2.2..2
The second medium of contact with the public sector was through more structured contacts whereby the executive arm of government invites the private sector to participate in strategic quasi-government agencies such as the Nigerian Investment Promotion Agency (NIPC), the Nigerian Export Promotion Commission.  These organizations both have private sector representation on their boards or other decision making bodies.  This gave the private sector the opportunity to assist in the design and implementation of government strategies concerning export and investment promotion.  

2.2.3
The third was direct lobbying by companies and associations for narrow business interests.  The target of this lobbying was normally tax or trade policy affecting a specific industry or even company.   Companies and associations were often able to secure very narrowly defined benefits, with the most recent examples being import bans on competing products.  

2.2.4.
The common thread in these approaches to dialogue is their ad-hoc and non-inclusive nature.  The dialogue process is more reactionary than participatory.  Rather than being included in the formulation of economic policy, the private sector is left to react rather than participate.  The nature of the dialogue was therefore unstructured and unpredictable.  The impact of direct lobbying efforts also served to undermine the private sector’s credibility in advocacy for more general improvements in the business environment; they were perceived to be interested only in narrow self interest.  

2.2.5.
While the national economic summit process continued to garner support from the private sector and government, it dealt mostly with macroeconomic and strategic issues.  Effective dialogue and private sector advocacy on sectoral and microeconomic issues did not match the quality and ownership of the higher level summit process.  The Summit process itself could only go so far.  With the receptivity of the new democratic government under Obasanjo, there was a critical need to improve the quality of economic policy-making and with it the dialogue with the private sector.  There were four main factors which prevented this from happening immediately:

· Lack of a forum or mechanism.  As was noted above, the existing dialogue for mechanisms didn’t encourage effective dialogue on policy issues related to creating a more attractive business environment.  

· Private sector organizational weakness.  A major challenge to effective dialogue has been the lack of preparedness on the part of the private sector.  The private sector entities lacked the capacity to engage in constructive dialogue on issues of strategic importance.  The recommendations often presented to the government were devoid of any solid empirical assessment and strategies.  Without empirical backing, arguments for or against specific government policy lacks credibility.

· Lack of trust.  The old characterizations of public and private sector interests feeding both sides of a corrupt bargain hampered effective dialogue.  An assessment of the private sector conducted by the World Bank Group in 2001
 showed a significant private sector mistrust of the capacity of the public sector to make economic policy.  On the other hand, the private sector associations are still generally weak, lack capacity to provided strategic services to its membership, and undermine their credibility with government by self-interested lobbying.  No surprise they are regarded by the public sector as not very convincing in advocating for better private sector participation in economic policy making. 

· Private sector discord.  Finally, the private sector in Nigeria is fragmented and is exceptionally difficult to unify on many issues.  It rarely speaks with one voice and mostly does not present its views in a coherent and consistent manner.  For example, the MAN and NACCIMA are often at odds with recommendations on tariff adjustment while NECA and MAN are often at odds on labor issues.  In the early 2000s there was a recognized need for the private sector to organize itself better and develop an umbrella organization which will dialogue with the government on behalf of the organized private sector.  However this has been unsuccessful as each entity is not willing to relinquish leadership. 

2.2.6.
It was this need for a more constructive, coherent and structured dialogue mechanism that led to the creation of the National Competitiveness Forum (later to become the Better Business Initiative).

3.  
The Better Business Initiative  

3.1. 
Genesis

3.1.1.
Following the country’s return to democracy in 1999, various bilateral and multilateral agencies conducted a number of diagnostic assessments on the investment climate.
. In July 2002, a national forum on competitiveness and private sector growth was held in Abuja to discuss the findings of these assessments and their implication for non-oil growth and poverty reduction in the country.  The forum was organized by the African Institute for Applied Economics and financed by the World Bank Group, DFID and USAID as well as by the government.  The goal of the forum was to deliberate on data on Nigeria’s productivity and the main determinants to competitiveness of the non-oil economy. 

3.1.2.
The principal objective of the forum was to demonstrate the relevance of rigorous, objective analysis in economic policy making and deepen public debate around these issues.  However, the forum was also designed to initiate an effective mechanism for public-private sector dialogue.  To achieve these objectives, the forum was broken into five issues:  SME development, agriculture, infrastructure, institutional and regulatory reform, and trade and macroeconomic policy.  The forum was attended by key private sector representatives, business membership organizations and stakeholders within the government.  At the end of the forum, there was an agreed consensus to develop a more coherent structure to deepen the process of research and dialogue on these issues to form a significant input into Obasanjo’s second administration coming to power in May 2003.  

3.1.3.
The key donors which had supported the assessments and the forum decided that the deliberations proved highly productive and therefore worthy of continued support.  The donor community agreed to assist each breakout group to mobilize better informed constituencies prepared to support sensible measures and to assist the groups to identify more creative solutions to longstanding problems.  With this pledge of continued donor support, the stakeholders decided to transform the breakout groups into standing working groups and create an organization called the Private Sector Competitiveness Forum (the “Forum”) with a secretariat for management of the process. 

3.1.4.
The stakeholders agreed that the working groups would be hosted by Nigerian private sector entities who are involved in some advocacy around the agreed themes. It was further agreed that the best way to support change agents within both the private and public sectors was to encourage the host institutions to create and support a network of public and private sector representatives around the themes.  A request for proposals was issued by the donors and five local institutions were selected on the basis of their ability to host a working group in terms of competence to lead the issues discussion and ability to mobilize the relevant stakeholders concerned to participate.  The host institutions are shown in Table 1 below.  


Table 1: Working Group and Host Institution

	Working Group
	Hosting Institution

	
	

	Macroeconomic and Trade Policy
	African Institute for Applied Economics, a “think tank” and research organization which had been the original convener of the Forum

	Infrastructure Development
	Manufacturers Association of Nigeria, one of the leading business associations whose members’ competitiveness is most affected by poor infrastructure

	Regulatory Reform and Competition Policy
	HuriLaws, a law firm with a record of advocacy on public interest issues, and a practice in the related areas

	Small and Medium Scale Enterprise in Emerging Industrial Clusters
	NESG’s SME Working Group/The Lagos Business School, LBS has strong relations with the business community and developed an outreach program for local SMEs, and became the de facto leader of the working group given NESG’s leadership on agriculture 

	Agriculture
	Nigerian Economic Summit Group, which had been an advocate for an aggressive agricultural development policy reflecting Nigeria’s potential competitive advantage


The agreed objectives of the Forum were to:

· Identify key constraints significantly affecting growth and competitiveness of the private sector;

· Highlight policy priorities and strategic choices confronting decision makers;

· Through further inquiry and deliberation, recommend creative solutions and policy instruments, to achieve desired outcomes;

· Inform public discussions of priorities, desired outcomes, strategic choices, and alternative solutions;

· Mobilize constituencies for change and thereby create change agents on economic reform; 

· Jointly explore overlapping issues and possible responses to them; and

· Disseminate findings and recommendations in appropriate formats to key audiences.

3.1.5.
Successful realization of these objectives was to be measured by the progressive institutionalization of informed policy dialogue and greater utilization of “evidence-based” decision making in public policy.  

3.2
Organization and Operation 

3.2.1.
The Forum was organized around different groups of stakeholders and their functions.  (See Box 2.)  The Committee of Sponsors comprised representatives of the supporting donors (USAID, DFID and the World Bank Group).  The key functions of the Committee of Sponsors were to arrange financing of each working group as well as the secretariat, review and approve work plans and, monitor progress and review agreed deliverables.  The Committee of the Working Group Chairs was created to enable diffusion of ideas among the champions from each group, and met quarterly.  

3.2.2.
The Coordinating Secretariat was to be housed at the African Institute for Applied Economics (AIAE) in Enugu and directly responsible for monitoring and coordinating the activities of the Working Groups.  AIAE was then under the leadership of Professor Charles Soludo, who since became the Chief Economic Adviser to the President, and subsequently Central Bank Governor.  Professor Soludo, an economist, is highly respected by both the private and public sectors and provided critical leadership to the initiative during its formation.  When Professor Soludo joined the public sector, the leadership of the AIAE and the BBI secretariat was transferred to Professor Eric Eboh.  

3.2.3.
However, the substance of the Forum was vested in the five working groups.  They were responsible for:

· Identifying organizations and resource persons, representing a cross section of views and interest, wishing to engage in further analysis and deliberation of the issues in question;

· Preparing a program of work comprising activities, timetable, budget and deliverables, in response to a request for proposal (RFP) issued by the “interim” Steering Committee;

· Managing the agreed program of work;

· Disseminating findings in various formats (meetings, publications, press releases etc.) to various audiences;

· Providing periodic progress reports and financial statements to the Coordinating Secretariat;

· Participating in periodic meetings of the Steering Committee;

· Liaising with other Working Groups on cross cutting issues; and 

· Jointly presenting the outcomes of its work along with the other Working Groups, at the Forum.
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3.2.4.   Each working group included high level government officials (directors, director-general, permanent secretary), private sector groups, NGOs and academia.  The host institutions were responsible for selecting participants in the working groups and were encouraged to include dynamic, ‘change agents’ from both the public and private sector who serve voluntarily.  Annex A has a comprehensive list of institutions within each working group.  

3.2.5.
The frequency of the meetings of the working groups was determined by each working group chair.  On the average, the working groups met every two months to review their research activities.  All the working groups further created sub-groups along research topics.  These sub-groups had more frequent meetings and reported to wider circle.  

3.2.6.
The activities of the working groups were anchored on research, advocacy and the incorporation of best practice in solution design.  A request for proposals was issued by the donors and the working groups submitted a detailed proposal focused on key issues within their theme with the goal of identifying the bottlenecks and suggesting reforms.  Also included in the proposal was a detailed work plan indicating their advocacy plans in the form of workshops and seminars in collaboration with the public sector to disseminate and discuss their research findings.  Twenty percent of all funds received by each working group were to be devoted to their advocacy activities.  To build capacity on doing advocacy, the working groups were trained by the Center for International Private Enterprise. Table 2 shows the research agenda for each working group.

Table 2:  Working Group Research Agenda

	Working Group
	Research Topics

	SME 
	Encouraging the transformation from informal to formal sector

A Study of small business opportunities in Nigeria

Options for providing access to finance for small businesses and a study of the effectiveness of the SMIEIS Scheme


Business Support Services for SMEs

	Infrastructure
	International Best Practices in Infrastructure Provision

Private Sector Participation in Infrastructure Provision

	Agriculture
	Review and Synthesis of Agricultural Research Recommendations

	Trade and Macro
	Doing First Thing First: Export Promotion or Investment Promotion 

Does Trade Openness make sense at this time?

	Institutional and Regulatory
	Legal, Regulatory and Institutional weaknesses in the Nigerian Banking and Financial sector and their Impact on Private Sector Competitiveness

Analyze the reasons why enforcement of commercial contracts are problematic in Nigeria




Table 3:  Working Group Advocacy Activity

	Working Group
	Advocacy Activity 

	SME 
	· Work Group Meetings (monthly)

· National Stakeholders Conference on Small and Medium Enterprises (November 2003)

· Newspaper Articles and Public Debate

· Weekly column on SMEs in Business Day Newspaper

	Infrastructure
	· Work Group Meetings 

· Stakeholder Dialogue Meetings (total of 4 meetings per calendar year)

	Agriculture
	· Work Group Meetings

· 2nd Nigerian Agriculture Summit held November 2003 in Abuja

· Small Farmer Forums and Workshop

· Newspaper Articles and Public Debate

· 3rd Nigerian Agriculture Summit to hold in Abuja in December 2004

	Trade and Macro
	· Work Group Meetings

· Stakeholder Forum on Trade and Macroeconomic Reforms held October 2003 in Abuja

· Stakeholder Workshop on Investment and Export Promotion to hold in October 2004 in Abuja

· Enugu Forum Workshops and Seminars

· Newspaper Articles and Public Debate

	Institutional and Regulatory
	· Work Group Meetings 

· Media Forum on ADR

· Media Forum on financial regulation 

· Meetings with Legislative and Executive Arms of Government

· Newspaper Articles and Public Debate


3.2.7. From the beginning, it was agreed and understood that the initiative will focus on issues which were critical to developing the non-oil economy and so the working groups were challenged to examine key constraints in the business environment and identify strategies for eliminating these constraints.   A clear objective of the research agenda therefore was to improve the country’s position in the World Bank’s Doing Business report and the World Economic Forum’s Growth Competitiveness Index.

3.2.8. The outputs of each working group were summarized in two main documents:  a “Business Bottleneck” report which identified the main constraints, and a “Business Roadmap” report which outlined solutions and reform approaches to deal with the problems. 

3.3. Donor Coordination

3.3.1.
The World Bank Group (WBG), through the joint Bank/IFC SME Department represented the Committee of Sponsors to the working groups, facilitated their organization, and provided technical support.   Specifically, the role of the donors was to provide funds, technical guidance and access to international best practice. From its inception, there was strong ownership by the Nigerian institutions involved in the process; the donors were clearly in a supportive and facilitating role.  Donors participated only as observers in working group meetings or functions.  Between 2002-2005, the donors contributed a total of USD 661, 000; 65% went towards research, 16% for advocacy and 18% for the Second Competitiveness Forum in April 2005.

3.3.2.
Due to the administrative challenge of pooling donor funding, it was expedient for each donor to fund specific research and advocacy activities of individual working groups; as shown below:

Table 4:  Donor Funding to Working Groups

	Working Group
	Donor

	SME 
	World Bank Group

	Infrastructure
	World Bank Group

	Agriculture
	DFID

	Trade and Macro
	USAID

	Institutional and Regulatory
	World Bank Group


3.4 Branding of the BBI

3.4.1.
By February 2003, it became apparent that the initiative needed to better communicate its objectives, vision and mission to the larger population.  To this end, the coordinating secretariat organized a one day seminar during which the entire membership of the initiative developed a new communication strategy as well as a new logo.  The new logo was to represent a stronger sense of the viewpoint of the private sector as well as emphasis the notion of dialogue.

Box 3:  The Better Business Initiative


3.4.2.
The purpose of the communication strategy was to covey to the general public the values and activities of the BBI.  The coordinating secretariat therefore organized media events to discuss the activities and core values of the BBI; in addition various media events, op-ed articles, position papers were prepared by each working group.  The summary analytical outputs of each working group, the “Business Bottlenecks” and “Business Roadmaps” were widely published and covered in the major national and regional newspapers.   In addition, a website was designed (with links to the five working group host institutions) which communicates the initiative’s programs and activities. A website (www.bbi-nigeria.org) was developed to communicate BBI’s message and to advertise the upcoming Second National Competitiveness Forum.

3.5  
The Second National Competitiveness Forum

3.5.1.
April 2005, the working groups presented their research findings, business bottlenecks and roadmaps to a wider evidence in a national forum “Removing Bottlenecks to Business in Nigeria”  organized by the coordinating secretariat.  

3.5.2.
The conference was attended by over 150 individuals including the donor community.   Leading up to the conference, several workshops and seminars were organized in Abuja for the benefit of the public sector and the legislature to educate them on the research findings, bottlenecks and roadmaps; and to build ownership of the issues.  After the forum, the proceedings were published and distributed widely.  The analytical studies produced were compiled in a book published by the AIEA secretariat, Promoting Nigeria’s Non-Oil Private Sector:  Evidence and Recommendations.  A sampling of the main recommendations coming from the working groups is as follows:

Table 5:  Working Group recommendations

	Working Group
	Recommendation

	SME
	· Computerization and decentralization of business registration procedure

· Simplification and unification of SME taxes

· Creation of the Information Warehouse at the SME Development Agency of Nigeria

	Infrastructure
	· Enact public-private partnership in infrastructure bill 
· Focus on the development of power, railway and road- public enlightenment on 

	Agriculture
	· Promotion of private investment in local input production
· Administrative simplification of the land titling procedure

	Trade and Macro
	· Development of a comprehensive policy for export and import promotion; includes private sector 
· Establishment of a National Trade Support Network for effective harmonization of investment and export promotion policies. 

	Institutional and Regulatory
	· Creation of credit registry 

· Creation  and support of commercial court

· Public enlightenment on usage of ADR systems


3.6. Policy Reform and Impact 

3.6.1.
The specific recommendations of the BBI are now filtering through the policy making process.  It may be difficult to attribute specific actions adopted by government to the BBI in the end, but it is clear that the government sought out and listened to the outputs of the BBI process, and that the private sector participants put forth clear and coherent recommendations.  Both sides valued their participation in the process.  Some of the main examples of the impact of BBI are summarized below:

· BBI is recognized by the government’s economic team in the new economic reform agenda document, Nigeria Economic Empowerment and Development Strategy (NEEDS) as the main vehicle for dialogue with the private sector and civil society.

· In 2002, the SME Working Group initiated discussions with the new Registrar General (RG) of the Corporate Affairs Commission (CAC), the agency responsible for business registration on ways to improve the business registration process.  The RG became an integral member of the working group and spent many hours listening and documenting private sector’s complaints and suggestions.  Since then the agency has streamlined the administrative processes, reducing the number of documentation required, creating a fast-track alternative; and decentralizing CAC operations.

· The BBI is nationally recognized as a coherent network of private, public sector and civil society representatives devoted to evidence/research based economic policy advocacy dedicated to improving the business environment in the country.  It was the first time that private sector groups used evidence-based research to promote their understanding of the nature of constraints to investment and the potential for new approaches and radical policy shifts to bring about more fundamental change.  

· BBI provided the host institutions with a wider platform for addressing the issues in the business environment.  The working group chairs all have reported that being part of the BBI allowed them to go deeper into issues than they had previously, allowed them to incorporate other stakeholders directly into deliberations, provided them with informal and formal contacts with government representatives.  Most importantly, they reported that the BBI process enhanced their credibility with government and with their own constituents or stakeholders as separate institutions.  This was true even for those established associations for which issue advocacy was part of their institutional mandate.
  

· The BBI is also the first and only mechanism that has brought leading Nigerian private sector institutions under a single umbrella to focus in greater detail on the business environment.  In the Nigerian context of divergent views and discord emanating from previous dialogue mechanisms, this was a substantial achievement.  It was largely achieved by vesting specific ownership of key issues via chairing the working groups to those groups for which they were most important.  

3.6.2
The process of working group deliberation and research itself generated some intermediate results which may be more important than ultimate adoption of recommendations emanating from the Summit.  For example, the participation of the Corporate Affairs Commission in the SME working group led directly to significant improvements in business registration requirements which are most relevant to SMEs; this came about through participation in the working groups rather than waiting for formal outputs and adopting recommendations.  Similarly, although perhaps less directly, in other working groups a better understanding of the perspectives of both sides has led to more informed decision making.  

3.7 
The Challenges
   

3.7.1
BBI faced a number of challenges ranging from difficulties in disbursement of funds to the working groups to broadening the constituency.  These challenges include:

· Setting the agenda and vision:  given the variety of constraints facing the private sector in the country, it was difficult to create a prioritized set of issues upon which the initiative would focus.  The private sector in Nigeria experiences a whole set of issues many of which need urgent attention; top on the list is corruption.  However, it was important for the BBI to focus on those issues which have the greatest potential for impacting the business environment in a manner that can be easily measured and quantified. So, the end objective of the BBI was not so much to “fix” all that is wrong with Nigeria’s business environment but rather to institutionalize a process that is based on evidence based research and advocacy and which also increases the capacity of local institutions to engage the public sector in dialogue on the business environment.  

· Deepening the sense of ownership: given that the initiative is fully supported and facilitated by a group of donors, it was important to maintain ownership by the Nigerian institutions.  There was a determined effort made to keep the donors in the background and have the local institutions take a leading role in the design and implementation of key aspects of the initiative such as the prioritization of research agenda and the outreach and communication strategy.  

· Broadening the network of institutions: Four of the five host institutions as well as several members of each working group (except the public sector members) are located in Lagos.  There is a need to involve state and local government representatives as well as other NGOs and civil society from the sub-national levels as they have important roles in various aspects of the business environment.  

· Differentiation from other public-private sector initiatives: at the very beginning it became clear that the BBI will need to different itself from other similar initiative in Nigeria most notably the NESG.  It is important to note however first that the NESG is part of the BBI network.  It was quickly articulated that the NESG focuses on broader macro economic issues such as privatization, deregulation and fiscal management, while the BBI focuses on the micro level foundations for competitiveness and growth.

· Better donor performance: much of the delay in jumpstarting the initiative was due to the inability to pool donor funds in a manner that would make disbursement to the working groups more manageable and responsive.   The process adopted which involved direct donor disbursement to individual working groups was found inefficient and caused unnecessary delays.  

· Enhancing the functions of the coordinating secretariat: the AIAE, though a very efficient institution, is located in eastern Nigeria while the majority of the working groups are located in Lagos.    This hampered AIAE’s ability to coordinate and monitor the working groups effectively.  

· Identification of champions:  each working group was headed by a well respected private sector actor.  However the experience is that these people are generally too busy and tend to attend only key events.  What was often lacking was one individual who is the champion of the initiative and who possess the political power to dialogue with very senior government officials and also has the goodwill within the private sector and can galvanize better support from the chairs of the working groups.

· Increasing capacity for advocacy: the local institutions have not been actively involved in advocacy and while BBI has given them the opportunity to do this, there is a need to continue to build their capacity for advocacy.  This will greatly improve the effectiveness of the initiative in the future and add to sustainability.

· Greater access to technical support and international best practice: the quality and effectiveness of the activities of the working groups could have been further enhanced through their interaction with the supporting donors.  The working groups can therefore leverage on the technical expertise within the donor community especially in identifying and measuring impact.  

3.8 Lessons Learned

3.8.1
The BBI is now transitioning to a new phase.  The stakeholders all want to continue the effort, and are largely committed to doing so.  The key shift in activity will be to move from the research/identification phase to one focused more on continuous advocacy.  

· Donor coordination:  External financial support was critical to increasing the profile of the BBI, bringing in international best practice expertise, and allowing the host institutions to devote substantial resources under their control.  The support from multiple donors, encompassing those most involved in private sector development, also increased the impact of the BBI itself.  The willingness of donors to take a back seat in the process was critical to its success to date; in the future continued support from multiple donors will need to be matched by a more responsive administration and pooled funding mechanism.

· Prioritization of reforms: given the enormity of the problems facing the Nigerian private sector as evidenced from all the diagnostic exercises conducted after the country’s return to democracy, it was necessary to have a prioritized action plan that is geared towards harvesting relatively “low hanging fruits” and creating a demonstration effect.

· Local host institutions:  the adoption of individual issues by different private sector institutions as working group chairs was key to fostering ownership.  In the Nigerian context, it forestalled the otherwise daunting task of creating consensus from a broader group on each issue, and allowed the chair to assert leadership in those areas critical to it.  Reinforcing this was the importance to each working group of the ability of the chair to mobilize and incorporate relevant stakeholders, so that it was not perceived as a narrowly parochial exercise.  Finally, the stature of the secretariat institution is also key, in particular to have an organization regarded as neutral but qualified and informed, with the respect and trust of both public and private sectors.   

· Political support:  gaining the involvement and support of the public sector was critical right from the beginning.  At a general level, BBI got involved with the government’s representatives in charge of drafting the NEEDS.  Working Groups also incorporated technical and policymaking representatives in their operations. The SME Working Group was right on top of this by involving the new Registrar General of the CAC immediately after this appointment and making him aware of the need to reform the business registration process.  The general policy orientation of the Obasanjo administration has been favorable to the private sector, which was mirrored by a receptivity to well reason inputs to the policy process from the private sector.  In this sense as well, the BBI responded to a window of opportunity, in particular with a reform agenda for the outset of the second term.  

4. 
Conclusion

4.1
The BBI was not designed at the outset; it evolved over time in response to a real vacuum in public-private dialogue and the need for more effective private sector advocacy.  Support was patched together by interested donors who saw the momentum the Forum had generated.  Private sector leaders seized on the opportunity to work through the BBI to enhance their own institutions’ effectiveness.  Its structure and working character changed over time; even the name and public branding changed.  There was a great deal of variation among the working groups, both in style, in the degree of innovation, and character of the outputs generated.  This independence of the working groups was indeed one of the BBI’s strengths, particularly in the Nigerian context where the private sector is unlikely ever to “speak with one voice.”  

4.2 
The BBI is an innovative reform methodology that utilizes empirical evidence conducted by local institutions to mobilize the private sector to remove obstacles or constraints to private sector development in the country.  The research component of the initiative developed a set of prioritized reforms which then became the foundation of the development of a structure to support dialogue with the public sector.  

4.3 
BBI will continue to evolve in the future.  The economic team in the second Obasanjo term is pushing aggressively for broad reforms, and managing to get some results on long-standing constraints.  The private sector is more involved now, thanks to the BBI, speaks with clear and well reasoned voices, and gets listened to.  BBI has opened public debate on a set of prioritized reforms.  Finally, BBI has also created a network of change agents who are developing the needed capacity to effectively identify and prioritize reforms.  

Annex A:  Better Business Initiative:  Working Group Membership

	Working Group
	Members

	Trade and Macro
	Charles C. Coludo; AIAE

D. Sansui (Permanent Secretary,   Budget) Ministry of Finance

Y. Agar, Director of External Trade (Ministry of Commerce

Steve Ornate, Principal Secretary to the President

Akin Afrikaner, Director General, Debt Management Office

M. Dank no, Director, Fiscal and Chairman, Tariff Technical Committee

Obey Ezekwesili, Special Assistant to President, Budget.

M. Okoye, Deputy Director, Fiscal, Ministry of Finance, and member TTC

Olu Ajakaiye, Director General, Nigerian  Institute for Social and Economic Research

Sarah Alade, Deputy Director of Research, Central Bank of Nigeria 

P. Utomi, Lagos Business School

Y. Adegbite, ECG Consulting

A. Teriba, ThisDay Economist Intelligence Unit

D. Layuyi, Managing Director, Dunlop

B. Oni, Managing Director, Cadbury

A. Chapin, Chemonics

V.O. Akeredolu  SMEDAN, Abuja
V. Kwakwa, World Bank Group

R. Aulakh, USAID

T. Hutchenson, USAID

S. Van Den Broeke, DFID

	Agriculture
	Edem Bassey, Managing Director Pamol Nigeria Ltd 

Murtala Nyarko, Sebore Farms Mayobelwa

Aliko Dangote,  Chairman Dangote Group Nig.

D. Chanrai, Managing Director, Afprint

Kunle Ajala, Executive Director, Wonder Foods Nig.

Pierre Vanderbeeck, Presco Plc, Obaretini Edo State

Chidume Okoro, Chief Executive Officer,  GACON Ltd Lagos

H.N. Nwokocha, H.N. ,  National Root Crop Research Institute Umudike, 

Tunde Olaniyi, Fisheries Society of Nigeria

A.C. Nwosu, University of Agric Michael Okpara University, Umudike 

L.J. Ogbadu, National Biotechnology Development Centre, Abuja

R.B. Fanimokun, Managing Director, Yinka Folawiyo Farms Ltd

B.A. Onafowokan, Ladgroup Ltd

M. Hamza,  Hamzas Holding

C. Adedipe,  Saro Agrochemicals

F. Obi, Director General, Center for Adaptation of Technology, Awka

J. Usman, Director General,  National Centre for Agric Mechanization

M.C. Ikwelle, National Root Crop Research Institute

Joseph Ideluokpea, National Assembly,, Abuja

D. Rosembloom, Agriculture  Department, United States Consulate, Abuja 

J.K. Ladipo, Lisabi Mills Ltd.

A. Ojo, Cocoa Association of Nigeria

J.P. Olarenwaju, Textile Manufacturers Association

	Infrastructure
	C.A.Olowokande, Chairman Berger Paint Plc – Chairman WG

L.A.O.Osayemi, Managing Director Thomas Wyatt Nigeria Plc

A.K. Fasina, Chairman Faskol Nigeria Ltd.

G. Akinnawo, Chairman African Paints Plc.

D.V.C. Obi, Chairman DVC Nigeria Ltd.

 K.Ozoemena,  Executive Director (NEPA)

Engr. (Mrs) B.A.Lijofi, Executive Director (NEPA)

A.A.Esan, Director (Energy Commission of Nig.)

 D.K. Jime, Director (Federal Highways Dept.)

K.A.Anibilowo,  Industrial Development Consultant

B. Adedipe, Policy Analyst (Adedipe Associates)

O.O.Oyeneye, Director (Federal Ministry of Power & Steel)

R.E.Clarke, Vice Chairman/CEO Unilever Plc.

F.Nnaji, ABC Transport

Ayotunde Ajagbe, Managing Director (Energy Company of Nigeria)

A.Adenikinju, Infrastructure Expert (University of Ibadan)

F. Dayo, Energy Expert

C.Ebo, MAN

A.K.U.Opia, Infrastructure Expert

	Institutional and Regulatory 
	Olisa Agbakoba, Hurliaws

Maryam Uwais, lawyer 

Isabella Okagbue, Civil Liberties Organization 

Funke Aboyade, ThisDay Newspapers 

Chidi  Odinkalu,  Vanguard Newspapers

Chinelo  Anolu, Bureau of Public Enterprises

Inam Wilson, Hurilaws

Chinua Asuzu, Olisa Agbakoba and Associates

Willy Mamah, Lawyer 

D. Eka, National Association for Small-Scale Industrialists (NASSI)

O. Olubanjo, Onabanjo University

I.Eteama, Federal Office of Statistic

A. Kidd, DFID

F. Ajogwu, Kenna and Associates

M. Agboli, WBG

	SME 
	Alb   Albert Alos, Lagos Business School

         Kola Jamodu, Minister of Commerce and Industry, Ministry of Commerce
         Kendeh Yumkella, Resident Representative, UNIDO

         Rotimi Oyekanmi, SME Manager

         L. Osa-Fina, Bank of Industry

         F. Ovadje, Nigerian Business Women Forum

         D. Salami, Lagos Business School

         E.A. Essien, Central Bank of Nigeria

         C. Ibru, Managing Director, Oceanic International Bank

         C. Ogwu. President, MAN

         D. Kramer, Strategic Research & Investment Limited

Adekunle Olumide, LACCIMA

M. Makinde, President, NA


A.O. Akintemi, President, NASSI

G. Wahle-Girkes, Friedrich Naumann Foundation

F. Nnadozie, Interlink Technologies, Plc.

S.N. Udechukwu, NASME

Ronke Onadeko, Delt-R (Nig.) Limited

Al-Mustapha, Registrar General, CAC, Abuja

F. Ajogwu, Kenna & Associates

B. Lawson, FATE Foundation 

P. Bamkole, Enterprise Development Services, Lagos

D. Akalusi, NAFDAC
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�Federal Office of Statistics, Statistical Bulletin, 2001


� Central Bank of Nigeria, Annual Report, 2001


� Report of the Sixth Nigerian Economic Summit, 1999; the Nigerian Economic Summit Group


� National Planning Commission Decree 1993, Federal Republic of Nigeria, Abuja.


� The Nigerian Economic Summit Group at a Glance, NESG Information Brochure 2005


� OPS is used to describe the coalition of the recognized private sector organizations- MAN, NACCIMA and NECA which have formed a very loose unstructured relationship.


� RPED 2001


� “The Structure and Performance of  Manufacturing Enterprises in Nigeria: Results of the RPED 2001 Nigeria Firm Survey” (The World Bank Group); “Investors Roadmap” (USAID), “Survey of Nigerian Manufacturing” (UNIDO) 2001


�  Interviews by the authors with working group chairs, July 2005. 


� The BBI has not undergone a formal evaluation.  The assessment which follows, like the analysis above, is that of the authors.  





PAGE  
2

