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I. Introduction
Since 1996, the IDB has worked closely with the Government of Belize (GOB) to develop and foster the tourism sector. In the period from 2008 to 2013, the Bank supported the Sustainable Tourism Program (STP I), aimed at consolidating the overnight visitor tourism market. The Program’s goal was to increase the contribution of tourism to national economic growth in a way that was environmentally and socially responsible. One of the successful outcomes of STP I was the development of the National Sustainable Tourism Masterplan (NSTMP). This Plan outlines a set of specific quantitative and qualitative objectives for Belize to achieve by the year 2030. While the quantitative objectives are defined as indicators of tourism intensity, the qualitative objectives are defined as a desired market positioning or tourism vision, a strategic market composition and concepts to guide destination development.

The Sustainable Tourism Program (STPII) is part of a phased implementation of the National Sustainable Tourism Masterplan (NSTMP) and addresses the national priority of creating wealth and employment through a regionally-based approach to sustainable development. Based on the analysis of lessons learned from the Sustainable Tourism Program I (STP I) and best practices, a focused set of interventions have been identified to increase tourism expenditures in targeted destinations and as such contribute to a more equitable geographic distribution of benefits from tourism and increased benefit flows to local communities and low income people (LIP). 
The program design features three key elements: (i) a customized approach to tourism development whereby: (a) gradual growth is promoted in emerging destinations through the improvement of differentiated tourism products selected in line with demand while ensuring that the unique natural and cultural capital representing the destination’s competitive advantage is protected in anticipation of future expansion; and (b) controlled growth and stepped-up management in consolidated destinations with a view to mitigating the negative impacts of unplanned tourism development; (ii) enhancement of the tourism sector’s resilience both locally and nationally in recognition of the economic and fiscal risks associated with Belize’s significant vulnerability to natural disasters and climate change and dependence on critical ecosystem services such as coastal protection and water provision, and; (iii) ensuring that the benefits of the program accrue to local businesses and residents, including LIP.

In response to the call for an equitable distribution of tourism benefits in the NSTMP and the Growth and Sustainable Development Strategy, the geographic scope of the Program agreed upon with GOB consists of Corozal District, Toledo District/Punta Gorda, the Mountain Pine Ridge/Chiquibul/Caracol complex in Cayo and Caye Caulker. These destinations were selected because they: (i) are priorities in the NSTMP and were not targeted by STP I; (ii) have differentiated competitive assets for tourism development with potential to diversify Belize’s existing tourism product; (iii) have recently experienced increased tourism growth rates; (iv) have a significant natural and cultural capital potential that need improved management in advance of expansion of the tourism sector in the destination, and; (v) are areas where the tourism sector is highly vulnerable to natural disasters and climate change impacts.

Building on the outcomes of STP I, STP II’s specific objectives are to: (i) increase tourism employment, income and revenues generated by the sector; (ii) promote disaster and climate resilience and environmental sustainability in tourism destinations, and; (iii) improve sector governance and create enabling conditions for private sector investment in overnight tourism. Aligned with these objectives, STP II consists of three components: (i) enhancement of the tourism product; (ii) promoting disaster and climate resilient tourist destinations and environmental sustainability, and; (iii) institutional strengthening and capacity building. 
The Sustainable Tourism Program II has a Monitoring and Evaluation (ME) Plan to ensure the achievement of results and compliance with the targets set in the Results Matrix. The Monitoring component of the plan includes: (i) indicators to monitor, an approach to their derivation, and a baseline; (ii) the critical path of activities and products expected during the execution of the program; (iii) a description, timeline and the agents responsible for the basic tools for monitoring the operation, and; (iv) a methodology, specific activities and a budget for implementing the ME Plan. The Evaluation component of the plan consists of the ex-post economic impact evaluation strategy. The strategy focuses on the methodology for the ex-post, coordination of activities and an indicative budget for implementing the strategy. 
Two methodologies are proposed for the ex-post economic impact evaluation strategy. The first is consistent with the Technical Guidelines (No. IDB-TN-229) developed jointly between SPD and RND for assessing the impacts of tourism using simulation models (Taylor, 2010). This will involve the development of a local social accounting matrix (SAM) and a Local Economy Wide Impact Evaluation Model (LEWIE). The second methodology proposed is a Livelihood System Analysis (SLA). The SLA is designed such that it will be possible to apply difference-in-difference techniques to estimate the socioeconomic impacts that may be attributed to the investment program. Due to the complexity and high costs involved in development of a LEWIE and SLA and a commitment to delivering quality analysis, this economic evaluation strategy focuses on the Toledo district. 

Following this introduction, the monitoring plan is presented. Next the ex-post economic impact evaluation strategy is described and the two approaches to the evaluation are discussed at length. The report closes with details of coordination and an indicative budget for the ex-post economic impact evaluation strategy. 

II. Monitoring Plan
2.1. Output Indicators

Based on the complete results matrix of the Program, the monitoring will consider the output indicators in table 1.
Table 1. BL-L1020 Output Indicators.
	Output 
	Frequency 
	Source

	Component 1:
	
	

	1.1 - Visitor facilities at archeological sites improved
	biannual
	· Progress reports from Ministry of Culture, Tourism and Civil Aviation (MTCCA)/Planning and Project Development Unit (PPDU)
· Inspection visits reports

· Mid-term evaluation

· Final Evaluation

	1.2 - Cultural attractions restored and enhanced
	
	

	1.3 - Visitor facilities in natural protected areas improved and developed
	
	

	1.4 - Basic infrastructure at destinations completed
	
	

	1.5 - Tourist signage installed in destinations
	
	

	1.6 - Management plans, design and feasibility studies completed
	
	

	Component 2:
	
	

	2.1 - Guidelines for resilience in the tourism sector 
	biannual
	· Progress reports from MTCCA/PPDU

· Inspection visits reports

· Mid-term evaluation

· Final Evaluation



	2.2 - Toledo district disaster and climate resilience plan completed (including Disaster Risk Management and Climate Change Assessment; DRM and CCA)
	
	

	2.3 - Corozal vulnerability and risk assessment completed and incorporated in destination plan
	
	

	2.4 - Destination crisis management plans completed
	
	

	2.5 - Protected area management programs implement
	
	

	Component 3:
	
	

	3.1 - Tourism information collection and analysis capacity improved
	biannual
	· Progress reports from MTCCA/PPDU

· Inspection visits reports

· Mid-term evaluation

· Final Evaluation



	3.2 - Policy and legislation developed
	
	

	3.3 - Destination planning and management improved
	
	

	3.4 - Tourism local value chains consolidated
	
	

	3.5 - Destination specific  branding and marketing developed
	
	


Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
2.2. Reporting Monitoring Results

To accommodate the reporting requirements of both the MFED and the Bank, the MTCCA/PPDU will prepare a detailed Annual Operations Plan (AOP) 60 days prior to the beginning of each calendar year (details in table 2). Semi-annual Progress Reports (PRs) will be presented within 60 days after the end of each six month period during program execution.

Table 2. Reporting requirements.
	Year
	Date
	Reports
	Comments

	
	
	IBD
	MTCCA/PPDU
	

	Year N-1
	30th November 
	AOP 12 months:  from 1st January Year N-1 to 31st December Year N
	Full AOP providing information for both MFED and IDB needs

	
	
	
	Annual report from 1st January Year N-1 to 31st December Year N 
	

	

	Year N
	31st August
	
	Semestrial report 1st January Year N-1 to 30th  June Year N
	Semestrial report provides: physical and financial progress against previsions by outputs and components 

	
	28st February 
	
	Semestrial report 1st July Year N-1 to 31st December Year N
	

	
	30th November
	AOP 12 months:  from 1st January Year N to 31st December Year N+1
	

	
	
	
	Annual report from 1st January Year N to 31st December Year N+1
	

	


The AOP will be supported by the Project Procurement plan (PP) for the acquisition of goods and services; and a financial plan, based on estimated procurement costs and other program activities to be undertaken. The AOP and Progress Reports (PR) will be prepared following a template consistent with the Bank’s Project Monitoring Report (PMR). The AOP for the following calendar year shall include: i) a forecast of disbursements; ii) an updated Procurement Plan; iii) detail achievements in relation to planned activities, outputs and outcomes, among others; iv) budget analysis, disbursement and financial plan; v) Output Indicators and Costs – PMR Matrix. 

The semi-annual PRs will focus on the fulfillment of output indicators and progress towards achieving the outcomes proposed in the Results Framework, analyze the problems encountered and propose corrective measures. The PR shall include: (a) physical progress; (b) financial progress in terms of commitments, payments and disbursements under the loan; (c) updated financial plan; (d) outputs and outcomes measured against program indicators; (e) work plan and related budgets for the next 6 months; (f) unaudited financial statements; (g) a description of actions taken to guarantee the operating conditions of equipment purchased by the loan; and (h) the output indicators and costs matrix required for the IDB Project Monitoring Report (PMR). The PR also includes the updated maintenance plans of the infrastructure works concluded and transferred to the participating institutions / municipalities. 

Within 60 days after the last disbursement date, the MTCCA/PPDU will prepare a final report, summarizing all the PR prepared during the program’s life and will organize a closing workshop to present and discuss the Project Completion Report prepared by the Bank.
2.3. Monitoring Coordination, Work Plan and Budget

Table 3 provides details on the responsible entities for the implementation of the monitoring plan, monitoring activities, budgetary allocations for each activities and sources of funding.

Table 3. Timeline of activities, agent responsible, cost and source of funding.
	Activity
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5
	Resp.
	Cost (US$)
	Source of Funding

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	1
	2
	3
	4
	1
	2
	3
	4
	1
	2
	3
	4
	1
	2
	3
	4
	
	
	

	  Mid-term evaluation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	MTCCA/PPDU
	50,000
	

	  Final evaluation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	MTCCA/PPDU
	250,000
	

	Inspection visits
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	IDB
	100,000
	Supervision Plan

	Administrative missions
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	IDB
	50,000
	Supervision Plan

	Day-to-day project monitoring
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	MTCCA/PPDU and IDB
	
	


III. Ex-post Economic Impact Evaluation Strategy
3.1. Main Evaluation Questions
The ex-post economic impact evaluation plan for STP II developed in this report focuses on the district of Toledo. This district presents a diversified economy, significant tourism potential, and the highest rates of poverty in the country, which makes it an important and interesting subject of analysis. The main evaluation questions this strategy will address are: 
1. Did STP II contribute to creating employment, increasing tourism-derived household income and firm sales in the project zone of influence? Key indicators: employment; household income; firm output.

2. Did STP II contribute to improving the livelihood opportunities and income of Low Income People (LIP), specifically? Key indicators: qualitative measures of livelihood opportunities; household income of households comprised of LIP. 

3. Did STP II create an enabling environment for private investment? Key indicators: private investment.

4. Did STP II contribute to improving the tourist experience in the target destination? Key indicators: qualitative indicators of tourism supply.
5. Did STP II result in increased tourist expenditure in the target destination? Key indicators: tourist expenditure and distribution of expenditure.

3.2. Existing Knowledge 

Existing knowledge reviewed here includes the STP I Project Completion Report (Nuenninghoff, 2014), a value chain analysis conducted by Action for Enterprise (AFE, 2015), and the ex-ante economic analysis of STP II (O. Banerjee, Cicowiez, & Cotta, 2015).
3.2.1. STP I Project Completion Report

The STP I Project Completion Report consists of a descriptive analysis of the characteristics and results of the STP I. Overall, the report describes positive impacts in most of  the tourism and economic outcome indicators for the intervened destinations. For example, the number of overnight tourists increased 13% and overnight tourist expenditure increased 72% between 2008 and 2012. Hotel employment increased also, by 7% in Belize City and 17% in Placencia. While challenging to attribute these changes entirely to STP I, it is hypothesized that the contribution was positive. Cayo is case in point where significant tourism development and private investment has come on the heels of the implementation of STP I. 
In addition to the investments made in destination development in Belize City, Ambergris Caye, Cayo, and Placencia, additional outputs of STP I were: (i) the design of NSTMP, including locally driven destination plans; (ii) a study of tourism-sector taxation; (iii) a review of the existing hotel classification and standards system, and; (iv) a small cultural matching grant program. The final evaluation of STP I recommended that future project design consider interpretation and conservation of natural and cultural heritage; improve hotel standards; promote capacity building and institutional strengthening; target women in a future matching grant programs; improve communications and outreach, and; more effectively structure and staff monitoring and evaluation systems. 
3.2.2. Value Chain Analysis 
A pro-poor and inclusive value chain analysis for Corozal and Toledo Districts was undertaken by Action for Enterprise (2015) and is one of a series of assessments commissioned by IDB in coordination with the GOB in preparation of STP II. The objective of the study was to identify a clear action plan to promote inclusive business and responsible tourism that can contribute to local development and poverty alleviation for LIP. In order to achieve this objective, a qualitative methodology was used based on a value chain/market development approach comprised of six steps. Data collection was undertaken through interviews and focus group discussions. The steps taken in the analysis and the key results of the study were as follows:
Step 1: Value Chain Selection. Given the complexity and size of the tourism sector, five main tourism products and services in both districts were assessed and prioritized: accommodations, restaurants, souvenirs/crafts, transportation, and excursions (tours). These were compared in terms of their growth potential, unmet demand, ability to impact low income populations, and ability to create an enabling environment. It was found that excursions have the most potential in terms of growth and impact on low income people. In addition, growth of the excursions sector will induce growth in all other areas of the tourism industry for both districts. 

Step 2: Value Chain Analysis. As a consequence of step 1, a more in-depth value chain analysis was carried out for tourism excursion product/services. A primary goal of this analysis was to determine the key issues hindering participation, growth and competitiveness of the target population (LIP, women, and indigenous populations) within tourism excursions. It was determined that the main constraints inhibiting participation of and benefits for LIP are the following: (i) lack of access to markets for tourism products/attractions (that are owned/managed by or integrate LIP) which limits number of visitors and revenues; (ii) lack of skills, knowledge, and experience of LIP for providing/supporting quality tourism products and services that meet market demand, and; (iii) lack of tourism products/attractions (that incorporate LIP) limits the number of visitors and length of stay, resulting in limited employment and income for LIP. 

Step 3: Identification of Market-based Solutions (MBSs). To address these constraints, MBSs were identified: (i) access to new/expanded markets for tourism products/services (that integrate LIP); (ii) training/technical support to build LIP capacity to provide innovative tourism activities that meet market demand, and; (iii) provision of new and/or improved tourism products and attractions that will attract new tourists and increase income opportunities for LIP (who participate in the provision of the tourism products).
Step 4: Assessment of MBSs. In this process, excursion operators were identified as existing or potential commercial linkages to the target population (LIP, women, and indigenous populations). A variety of initiatives were proposed related to marketing, product development, and improved skills/facilities/equipment to the excursion providers they work with. 

Step 5: Identification of Program Facilitation Activities. Initial STP II facilitation activities (to be undertaken by an entity specializing in market development and facilitation) should be based on helping excursion providers to implement their proposed initiatives and overcome the challenges they face in providing the target MBSs (which in turn will generate sustainable impact for LIP). Later, additional project facilitation activities can support market actors in the other tourism sectors as well. These facilitation activities should include principally coaching.
Step 6: Structuring Collaboration and Monitoring Performance. As program implementation begins, a monitoring system based on results chains/impact logics/theory of change for each MBS should be established. 

3.2.3. Ex-ante Economic Analysis of STP II

The ex-ante evaluation estimated the economic impact of STP II (O. Banerjee et al., 2015). In doing so, a dynamic computable general equilibrium (DCGE) model was developed for Belize to estimate the net returns from the investment. The approach developed built on the quantitative framework for evaluating public investments in tourism developed in Banerjee et al. (2015) in two critical ways: (i) Belize is data poor while DCGE models are data intense. The ex-ante analysis introduced a generalizable approach to building DCGE models in data poor environments; (ii) results of simulations are highly sensitive to expectations of tourism demand with and without the proposed investment. This issue was addressed in two ways. First, data-driven, auto-regressive integrated moving average methods were used to forecast without program tourism arrivals and expenditure. Second, a quasi-contingent valuation approach was used to assess with program tourism demand. These projections and information on investment structuring and costs were used to calibrate the DCGE model shocks.

Based on the projections developed in the study, it was estimated that by year 2040, the difference between the predicted with and without program tourist expenditure would be equal to BZ$64,838,194. This additional with program expenditure along with the program cost structure were used to calibrate the DCGE model. Figure 1 shows with and without program tourist expenditure for the analytical period, which is from 2015 to 2014. 

Figure 1. Actual tourist expenditure, and; predicted without and with program tourist expenditure.
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Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 

With the DCGE model calibrated, 5 core scenarios were implemented in the model. They were: (a) the baseline scenario, which is the without program scenario; (b) a government investment in tourism infrastructure, institutional strengthening, capacity building and baseline studies; (c) an increase in foreign overnight leisure tourism expenditure; (d) scenarios (b) and (c) implemented jointly, and; (e) a break-even scenario which uses the minimum increase in tourism expenditure required for the program to be economically viable at a 12% discount rate.  Figure 2 shows how these scenarios were implemented in the model.
Figure 2: Definition of scenarios invest and demand (% deviation from base).
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Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

Figure 3 shows that as a result of the investment shock (INVEST), there is a small spike in private consumption during the 5 year disbursement period. Private consumption then returns to close to baseline levels, though growing slightly more quickly. The DEMAND scenario shows the gradual increase in tourism demand while the COMBI and COMBI-BE both show the initial spike in consumption due to the investment shock and the subsequent demand  response which increases gradually after 2018, and at a faster rate sometime after 2028. This figure also shows a significant difference in private consumption between the COMBI and the breakeven COMBI scenarios. Figure 4 shows similar trends for gross domestic product. 

Figure 3. Change in real private consumption 2016-2040.
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Figure 4. Change in real gross domestic product 2016-2040.
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Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

Table 4 shows how macro indicators respond to the various shocks. Considering the INVEST scenario, following the spike in government investment due to the program investment, investment begins to return to close to baseline levels by 2025 and even closer by 2040. Private investment grows slightly slower by 2025 due to a small crowding out effect resulting from the large government investment, however, it recovers shortly afterwards. To some extent, this response changes when labor and capital are in greater supply. In other words, if wage increases are constrained and extra labor used would otherwise have been unemployed, these types of crowding out effects may be less substantial. 

Stimulated by the enabling environment, private investment begins to grow more quickly and reaches 0.13% by 2040. Considering the demand shock, while there is a small contraction in exports by 2025, exports fully recover and grow more quickly (2.42%) by 2040. The large demand shock also has a large impact on all other indicators, especially private investment growing over 10% above the baseline by 2040. Private consumption is also stimulated and the unemployment rate drops from 12% to 10.32% by 2040. 

Table 4. Change in real macro indicators (percent deviation from base).
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2011 2025 2040 2025 2040 2025 2040 2025 2040

Absorption 2,899,408 $  0.01 0.09 0.59 4.13 0.61 4.23 0.24 0.81

Private consumption 1,730,687 $  -0.01 0.09 0.32 3.95 0.31 4.05 0.17 0.87

Private investment 249,376 $     -0.18 0.13 1.15 10.81 0.97 10.95 0.34 2.16

Government investment 83,125 $       0.46 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.46 0.31 0.46 0.31

Exports 1,853,720 $  -0.04 0.06 -0.16 2.42 -0.21 2.48 0.00 0.65

Imports 1,774,626 $  -0.01 0.08 0.40 3.94 0.39 4.03 0.17 0.83

Foreign tourism demand 449,974 $     0.03 0.02 1.96 5.44 2.00 5.46 0.55 0.58

GDP 2,978,502 $  -0.01 0.07 0.24 3.18 0.23 3.26 0.13 0.70

Real exchange rate 1 0.02 0.01 -0.28 -0.41 -0.26 -0.40 -0.04 0.00

Unemployment rate 12 11.99 11.95 11.81 10.32 11.80 10.26 11.91 11.62


Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

Considering the COMBI shock, all indicators are positive by 2025 except again for exports which is a result of the large increase in domestic demand due to both the investment and tourism demand shock. The increase in foreign tourism demand in this scenario is also slightly greater than when the demand shock is imposed alone. The impact on GDP is the greatest in this scenario as would be expected from the joint impact of the public investment and concomitant increase in foreign tourism demand. By 2040, GDP is 3.26% greater than in the baseline. The employment generating impact of this scenario is also the greatest among scenarios, with unemployment falling to 10.26% by 2040. 

Finally, the COMBI-BE shock represents the economic impact that would result from tourism demand expanding just enough to cover the direct and indirect costs of the public investment. Results for this scenario show that even in this somewhat pessimistic scenario, the public investment results in positive indirect and inducted effects as exhibited through the increase in GDP, 0.70% above the baseline in 2040. Exports and (0.65%) private investment (2.16%) also grow faster while unemployment falls to 11.62% by 2040.  

In terms of the net present value (NPV) of the scenarios, Table 5 shows that NPV is the highest in the COMBI scenario, reaching BZ$127.88 million; for the DEMAND scenario, the NPV is slightly less at BZ$121.222. The COMBI-BE scenario shows that there is considerable room for tourism demand to respond in a manner below expectations, with the COMBI-BE NPV equal to BZ$23.4 million. The internal rates of return for each of the three scenarios are all reasonably high, from 21% in COMBI-BE to 31% in the COMBI scenario. 

Table 5. Net Present Value (NPV) and Internal Rate of Return (IRR), BZD. 
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The ex-ante analysis concludes that overall, the estimated impact of STP II is expected to be positive and meet STP II’s objectives for contributing to household income, generating tourism-sector employment, and creating an enabling environment for investment in the tourism sector. 

3.3. Evaluation Methodology  

The greatest challenge for ex-post tourism evaluations is attribution which is a statistically valid approach to attributing change in key indicators to the intervention ex-post. The complexities inherent in ex-post evaluation of tourism projects are discussed in detail in (Henderson & Corral, 2013 ; Taylor, 2010). The experimental approach is the classic approach to impact evaluation, however it requires a random selection of a treatment and control group (counterfactual), and a clearly defined treatment and control outcome. In the case of tourism interventions, these two prerequisites are difficult to fulfill has it is generally not possible to completely isolate the control group from the treatment group. Furthermore, the expected outcomes from a tourism intervention are generally wide-ranging affecting a number of economic sectors.  

Quasi-experimental methods may be used in some cases where econometric approaches are used to model outcomes. Most relevant to tourism evaluations are propensity score matching and difference-in-difference (DD) and propensity score matching. Propensity score matching seeks to identify a statistically equivalent control or counterfactual by using propensity scores (Winters, Salazar, & Maffioli, 2010). DD methods compare a treatment and comparison group before and after an intervention. Both baseline and ex-post surveys with control and treatment groups are conducted to measure the outcome indicator. The mean difference in the indicator after and before the intervention in the treatment and control sites, and the difference between these two mean differences are calculated. The second difference calculated is the estimated program impact. The DD approach will be implemented jointly with the SLA as discussed in section 3.5. 
Given the challenges inherent in attributing economic impact to tourism program interventions, two strategies will be implemented to enable cross-validation of results. The outcome and impact indicators to be measured through the evaluation strategy are presented in Table 6. Following the presentation of Table 6, LEWIE and the SLA with DD are discussed in turn.
Table 6. Impact and Outcome Indicators.
	Indicators
	Unit 
	Baseline
	Goals
	Means of verification

Observations

	
	
	Value
	Yr.
	Value
	Yr.
	

	Expected Impact

	Impact 1: Increase in tourism’s contribution to the economy.

	Indicator 1.1: Increase in overnight foreign tourist expenditure in Belize.
	BZD/yr
	BZ$580 million
	2015
	BZ$741 million
	2021
	Source and year of baseline: Ex-Ante Economic Analysis Annex. 
Means of verification: BTB data.

	Indicator 1.2: Increase in overnight foreign tourist expenditure in Toledo District.
	BZD/yr
	
	2015
	
	2021
	Source and year of baseline: Baseline to be established by surveys of tourists to be conducted in 2015.

Means of verification: Ex-post impact evaluation

	Impact 2: Increase in average household (hh) income of beneficiaries in Toledo.

	Indicator 2.1: Average household income of beneficiaries in Toledo versus control group. 


	BZD/hh/yr
	
	2015
	
	2021
	Source and year of baseline: Baseline to be established by surveys of households to be conducted in 2015. Target to be established through development of Local Economy-Wide Model (LEWIE).

Means of verification: Ex-post impact evaluation.

	Indicator 2.2: Average household income reaching LIP in Toledo versus control group. 
	BZD/hh/yr
	
	2015
	
	2021
	Source and year of baseline: Baseline to be established by surveys of households to be conducted in 2015. Target to be established through development of Local Economy-Wide Model (LEWIE).

Means of verification: Ex-post impact evaluation.

	Impact 3: Increase in tourism-sector employment in Toledo.

	Indicator 3.1: Increase in tourism-sector employment in Toledo versus control group.
	# employed
	
	2015
	
	2021
	Source and year of baseline: Baseline to be established by surveys of households to be conducted in 2015. Target to be established through development of Local Economy-Wide Model (LEWIE).

Means of verification: Ex-post impact evaluation.

	Impact 4: Increase in private tourism-sector investment in Toledo.

	Indicator 4.1: Increase in investment in expanding supply of tourism goods and services for existing firms in Toledo.
	BZD last fiscal year.
	
	2015
	
	2021
	Source and year of baseline: Baseline to be established by surveys of firms to be conducted in 2015. Target to be established through development of Local Economy-Wide Model (LEWIE).

Means of verification: Ex-post impact evaluation.


3.4. A Local Economy-Wide Impact Evaluation Model

A SAM of a local economy is the most basic version of a LEWIE
. A SAM is a square matrix representing the structure of an economy and describes transactions between sectors, institutions and factors of production (Leontieff, 1986; Stone, 1986). The SAM serves both to organize data and provide the statistical platform for the development of an economic model such as a DCGE (King, 1985). A SAM is constructed based on national and regional accounts, government accounts, balance of payment data, household income and expenditure surveys, agricultural and industry surveys and census data (Lofgren, Harris, Robinson, Thomas, & El-Said, 2002). An RSAM is a representation of a state or regional economy as was developed for the Sustainable Coastal Tourism Program for Haiti’s South Department (Onil Banerjee, Cicowiez, & Gachot, 2015). The same fundamental principles that underlie a SAM hold for an RSAM.

A SAM has 5 major accounting blocks: activities, commodities, factors, households and enterprises. Activity accounts represent individual economic sectors to various degrees of aggregation. Commodity accounts are required if one activity produces more than one type of commodity. Factors of production include various types and disaggregations of capital, land and labor. The household accounts are typically disaggregated according to urban and rural and sometimes based on size of landholdings. Enterprise accounts represent firms. Basic interactions between accounts can be understood by reviewing the figure 5 which presents a stylized RSAM.

Figure 5. A stylized RSAM.
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In figure 5, we have: com = commodities; dom-prod = domestic production; gov = government; RoC = rest of the country; RoW = rest of the world; IO = intermediate consumption; VA = value added; T = taxes; M = imports; INC-F = factor income to/from abroad; TR = transfers; C = private consumption; G = government consumption; E = exports; I = investment; SH = households savings; SG = government savings; and SF = foreign savings.

A LEWIE for the program Zone of Influence (ZOI) will be developed. As part of the ex-post economic impact evaluation strategy, this will involve the construction of a baseline LEWIE and an ex-post LEWIE. During the course of STP II’s implementation, the economy will grow and experience other changes both endogenous and exogenous to the LEWIE. Some of the change may be attributed to factor productivity growth, labor force growth and capital accumulation. Some economic sectors may contract while others may expand given prevailing economic conditions and returns to investment. Both production technology and consumer preferences may change. Other exogenous shocks pertaining to imports, exports and government policies and expenditure will undoubtedly occur. A baseline LEWIE and an ex-post LEWIE will enable observation and analysis of the trajectory of changes that occurred in the ZOI economy over the STP II implementation. With detail in the tourism sector, changes in tourism expenditure and employment may be evaluated. 

A LEWIE is built from the bottom-up and development of the baseline and ex-post model is a data intensive process depending heavily on new survey data, supported by secondary data, largely to complete government accounts and transactions with the rest of the country and world. There are three main types of surveys required. The first is the tourist survey which quantifies and characterizes actual tourism expenditure in the ZOI. Basic demographic information including education, income and previous travel is also collected in order to track changes in the type of tourists visiting over time which may have implications for economic outcomes in the ZOI. The surveys of tourists are conducted upon their departure from the country. 

The second survey is that of households. The household survey is designed to collect detailed social and demographic information on households including information on their assets, use of time, net income from all activities including transfers, and expenditures. The household surveys are designed to capture data required both for the construction of the LEWIE and the SLA described in the next section. Draft household surveys are available here. Finally, the firm survey provides an accounting overview of inputs into the production process, payments to factors, outputs and income from all activities. The business surveys should sample all types of firms and not just those servicing the tourism sector. Draft firm surveys are available here.
The household and business surveys are very intense in terms of the economic information that they are designed to collect. There are real issues with regards to privacy and confidentiality which need to be addressed in survey design and implementation. If not properly addressed, there is significant risk of low response rates, and perhaps even more troublesome, obtaining data of poor quality. 
One particularly innovative aspect of the surveys and the LEWIE that will be developed is that the questionnaires for both households and firms are designed to capture detailed information on the use of environmental resources. In the case of households, data will be collected on environmental resources obtained from the local environment and used in the home. For firms, data will be gathered on the use of environmental resources in productive processes, as well as how those resources and in what form they are returned to the environment (e.g. waste and emissions). It is likely that the emphasis will be placed on water, forest and fisheries resources. These data, to be compatible with the RSAM and LEWIE framework, will be organized according to the new international standard for environmental-economic accounts (United Nations et al., 2014). The experience gained from an IDB Technical Cooperation (RG-T2503: Development of an Integrated Economic-Environmental Modelling Framework: IEEM) will provide guidance and synergies between this ex-post strategy and IEEM.
Specific to the development of the ex-post LEWIE, surveys should be applied to the same businesses and households as in the baseline while taking a new random sample of tourists. To account for new businesses that may have been established during the project execution, a random sample of these new businesses should also be taken and surveys implemented. The ex-post surveys are again supplemented by secondary data including data on government accounts and balance of payments. Data gathered through the ex-post surveys will serve to update household accounts, overall economic output, changes in input-output coefficients, budget shares, and changes in the number and nature of tourists visiting the ZOI and their expenditure patterns.

Fundamental to the LEWIE is the generation of a complete representation of all transactions in the local economy. The surveys are designed to be feasibly applied in a practical sense, while gathering all the information required for the construction of the SAM (Henderson & Corral, 2013 ; Taylor, 2010). Determining sample size is a critical precursor to the fieldwork of implementing surveys. Surveys are to be applied randomly and to enough interviewees such that the data obtained is comprehensive, representative and generalizable. Income and expenditure are critical variables in the case of both business and household surveys. Estimation of the variance around these variables would be a good option for determining sample size. Sample stratification may be advisable for the business surveys in order to capture a representative sample of different business sizes in terms of economic output. 

The Toledo District has a population of 30,538 individuals and an estimated 6,537 households. Preliminary calculations for the household sample size with 95% confidence indicate a sample of 1,774 households. In the case of the firm sample, consideration is being given to conducting a preliminary census of businesses to inform sample size. Unfortunately, as indicated elsewhere, Belize is a very data scarce country in which to conduct quantitative analysis.

Once survey data is collected, data is processed and input into a RSAM framework and eventually balanced using RAS or cross-entropy methods 


(Fofana, Lemelin, & Cockburn, 2005; Robinson, Cattaneo, & El-Said, 2001; Robinson & El-Said, 2000) ADDIN EN.CITE . Construction of a SAM is a non-trivial task requiring very specific expertise. There is surprisingly little documented guidance on construction of a SAM, though some basic guidance may be found in: 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Onil Banerjee et al., 2015; Keuning & Ruijter, 1988; King, 1985; Lofgren et al., 2002; Stone, 1986)
. 
With the RSAM for the ZOI as the core data for the LEWIE, what remains is the programming of the mathematical structure of the model. The mathematical structure of a LEWIE can be quite simple to complex, depending on the application. At its most basic level, a LEWIE can be used as a multiplier model used to calculate accounting multipliers before and after an exogenous shock such as the investment in STP II. These multipliers can provide information on investment impacts on activity and factor income multipliers. These simple models, however, have assumptions that may not stand up to scrutiny, depending on the conditions of the local economy and the application of interest. Fixed price and constrained multiplier models impose constraints on these models making them somewhat more realistic. The most sophisticated and versatile are DCGE LEWIEs (Taylor & Filipski, 2014). Through this ex-post economic impact evaluation strategy a LEWIE of the DCGE class will be developed. The mathematical structure of the model is detailed in the IDB Working Paper (O. Banerjee, Cicowiez, & Gachot, in press).
3.5. Sustainable Livelihoods Analysis (SLA)
 3.5.1. The SLA Approach for the Toledo District

The SLA serves to provide a more robust picture of how households in the program ZOI in the Toledo District are impacted by the investment in STP II. More specifically, this approach aims at building a framework to assess whether the impacts observed (including impacts on income and employment) are translating into better and more sustainable livelihoods and opportunities for local people. The joint implementation of difference-in-difference (DD) techniques will enable the estimation of whether or not the observed impacts on livelihoods may be attributed to the investment. The SLA approach is based on the following definition of livelihoods (Scoones, 1998):
“A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets (including both material and social resources) and activities for a means of living” (Scoones, 2009: 175) 

A livelihood is said to be sustainable when it is resilient to stresses and shocks, it maintains or increases its capabilities and assets and does not degrade or diminish the natural capital upon which it is based. This sustainability aspect of the SLA is particularly important in the context of STP II where a significant component of the investment is focused on disaster risk management and climate resilience. Using this definition of livelihoods as a starting point, the main factors that affect local people’s livelihoods can be disaggregated in the following manner:

The vulnerability context:

A livelihood is positively as well as negatively affected by macro-factors: critical trends (demography, national/international economic trends), shocks (economic, natural shocks) and seasonality (of prices, production, employment). These are the factors that lay the furthest outside local people’s control.

Livelihood resources (or assets endowments):

These are the basic tools that are in local peoples’ hands to shape their own livelihoods: financial capital, natural capital, physical capital (basic infrastructures: shelter, stock, transport, water supply), social capital (networks, connectedness, relationships of trust and reciprocity) and human capital (skills, knowledge).

Livelihood strategies and activities:

Livelihood resources are the building blocks when defining livelihood strategies and activities which include migration, agricultural intensification and diversification of activities among others. Livelihood strategies and activities are defined in such a way as to achieve certain livelihood outcomes.

Governance framework:

This is the set of organizations, institutions, policies and legislations that shape and transform livelihoods. More specifically, they exert influence on the access to assets and the composition of livelihood strategies and activities. Both access to finance (i.e. existence of credit organizations or an informal lending sector) and land tenure system for instance have an influence on access to land. Similarly, the existence of markets and structured farmers’ cooperative that provide extension services influences the degree of agricultural intensification.

Livelihood outcomes:

Common livelihood outcomes are well-being, empowerment, income (which can then be reinvested into livelihood resources), reduced vulnerability and food security.

These five factors are highly interconnected and exert a significant degree of influence over one another. As a result, they cannot be analyzed as separate entities, but must instead be integrated into a larger framework and be studied as such. Figure 6 presents the SLA framework conceptually and the various factors that shape livelihood opportunities. Studying livelihoods does not require an exhaustive list of all the factors that affect local people’s livelihoods, but rather identification of those whose influence is the most significant in the ZOI according to local people’s own perspective (Chambers, 1997), and more specifically to their stated needs, preferences, and livelihood priorities.
All these factors including livelihood priorities are context-based and differ significantly not only between communities and regions, but also within communities and over time. Differences between communities and regions exist with regards to their vulnerability context and governance framework. Within community/region differences exist as livelihoods are likely to differ by sex, sector of activity, social class, level of education, health, assets endowment and livelihood activities. Differences exist over time as the relative significance of these factors and their degree of influence over each other evolve. 
Figure 6. Sustainable livelihood framework.
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Source: Scoones, 1998.
The SLA is commonly used during the conception phase of development projects and policies. In the tourism sector specifically, it is employed to match tourism investment options with livelihood priorities of local people before the start of the intervention. Ashley (2000) is one of the only instances in which sustainable livelihood approaches have been used in the context of ex-post impact evaluations of tourism projects (Ashley, 2000). The objective of the evaluation was to assess the impact of a Safari project in Namibia using SLA as a tool that “…draws on what local residents have themselves chosen to do in tourism, chosen not to do, the reasons they have given for their decisions, what they have welcomed and objected to, and their own reflections on the impacts brought about” (Ashley, 2000: 11). The study identified a number of positive impacts on livelihoods, including:

· Increase in revenue which led to decreased vulnerability (with regard to drought in particular) and improved food security

· Revitalization of traditions through increased production of crafts for tourists

· Strengthening of human and social capital through community involvement in decision-making and negotiations with the government and park authority

· Development of basic infrastructures

The study also identified negative impacts of the project on livelihoods:

· Increase in damages caused by protected wildlife on crops, infrastructures and people

· More competition for jobs leading to more intra-community conflicts

· Reduced access to natural resources

Next and more generally, as described in Ashley (2000), the positive and negative impacts of tourism development must be weighed and the livelihood impact calculated. Again, since livelihoods differ by community, area, sex, sector of activity and social class among other things, it is crucial to build a sustainable livelihood framework that is not too wide in its scope (i.e. it must operate within a relatively homogeneous vulnerability context and governance framework) and that is based on a representative sample of the local population.

In sum, the SLA evaluates the assets, capabilities and activities households possess for achieving livelihood outcomes, while maintaining and enhancing their natural asset base. It draws attention to core influences and processes and the multiple interactions between factors affecting livelihoods. The SLA also characterizes the strategies, outcomes and vulnerability (trends, shocks and seasonality) context within which households exist, as well as the structures (organizations) and processes (policies/legislation, institutions, culture, power relations) and how they interact with livelihoods and shape the environment. 

The SLA will consist of a sample of households within the program ZOI. Both baseline surveys, prior to any works being initiated and ex-post surveys will be conducted. The approach will pay particular attention to the interactions between LIP and households and the tourism value chain. The baseline SLA will serve to identify constraints and opportunities for increasing the welfare impact of STP II, while analysis of the baseline and ex-post results will provide information on changes to key household indicators, assets and vulnerability context following program implementation. The joint implementation of the SLA with DD will enable estimation of the impacts on livelihoods that are attributable to STP II as discussed in section 3.5.2. 
To understand the governance frameworks including institutional processes and organizational structures, as well as the social, political and economic context, data additional to the household surveys will be collected. Methods may involve: (i) unstructured interviews with key informants such as decision makers in government, local councils, and others, and; (ii) focus group discussions with relevant organizational bodies and local think tanks.  These data collection approaches will be integrated into the design of the field work.

3.5.2. The SLA Approach with Difference-in-Difference
Difference-in-difference (DD) techniques will be used to assess if the observed changes in economic indicators may be attributed to STP II. This approach will compare the changes in economic indicators (Table 6) over time between a group of households that is expected to be a beneficiary of STP II, located in the program ZOI, and a control group which is not expected to be a beneficiary, and not located within the ZOI. To produce a better estimate of the counterfactual, this approach combines two counterfactuals: before and after STP II comparisons, and; comparisons between those who are beneficiaries of STP II and those who are not. 
The DD approach will also be applied to firms in the Toledo District. While firm surveys are not typically a component of the SLA, the fact that many households in the district also act as firms, operating their own small businesses blurs the distinction between household and firm. The DD application to firms aims to shed light on impact indicators 3 (employment) and 4 (investment) in Table 6, in addition to how firm revenue may be affected by the implementation of STP II. 
In the Toledo District, STP II’s ZOI will be defined by the IDB Team in collaboration with the MTCCA, PPDU and other stakeholders. As previously discussed, tourism investments often exhibit spill-overs which makes identification of a suitable control a challenge in the best of circumstances. Furthermore, positive spill-overs are of course desirable. Nonetheless, it is expected that some areas within the Toledo District will be much more affected by STP II than others and it is on this basis and according to predefined criteria, that the ZOI will be defined. From this ZOI, a random sample of beneficiary household and firms will be identified.
The control group of households and firms will consist of a random sample located outside of STP II’s ZOI. Following Gertler et al. (2011), the control group of households and firms do not necessarily need to have the same pre-intervention conditions as those within STP II’s ZOI; however, for DD to be valid, the control group must accurately represent the change in outcomes that would have been experienced by the households and firms within STP II’s ZOI in absence of STP II. To apply DD, the impact indicators for households and firms within the ZOI are measured; the same impact indicators are also measured for the control group, both before and after implementation of STP II (Gertler, Martinez, Premand, Rawlings, & Vermeersch, 2011). 
Figure 6 illustrates the DD approach. Closely following the description provided by Gertler et al. (2011), the statement of the approach is as follows: one group is a STP II beneficiary group and the other is the control group. The before-and-after outcome variables for the beneficiary group are A and B, respectively. The outcome for the comparison group moves from C, before STP II, to D after the implementation of STP II. The two counterfactual scenarios are: the difference in outcomes before and after the intervention for the beneficiary group (B − A) and the difference in outcomes before and after STP II between the treatment and comparison groups (B − D). In the DD approach, the estimate of the counterfactual is calculated as the change in outcomes for the comparison group (D - C); this difference is subtracted from the change in outcomes of the beneficiary group (B – A; Gertler et al., 2011).
[image: image9.emf]Figure 7. DD approach.
Source: Gertler et al. (2011).
IV. Evaluation Coordination, Work Plan and Budget

The IDB, in coordination with the Government of Belize, will be responsible for implementing the STP II ex-post impact evaluation plan. As such, the IDB will be responsible for developing Terms of Reference for each of the two evaluation strategies proposed in this Plan. The IDB will oversee the data collection and model development for each of the two methodological approaches. The total cost of the impact evaluation is $500,000 as detailed in Table 7.
Table 7. Ex-post Economic Impact Evaluation Work Plan
	Approach
	Item
	Value (USD)
	Timing

	LEWIE
	Baseline surveys (LEWIE + SLA)
	$75,000
	Before implementation 

	
	Development of baseline LEWIE
	$40,000
	Before/during implementation

	
	Ex-post surveys (LEWIE + SLA)
	$75,000
	Following full implementation

	
	Development of ex-post LEWIE
	$40,000
	Following full implementation

	
	LEWIE simulations, analysis and reporting
	$20,000
	Following full implementation

	SLA and DD
	SLA and DD analysis and reporting
	$50,000
	Following full implementation

	Total
	
	$300,000
	


Before STP II implementation, baseline surveys for the development of the LEWIE and the SLA must be conducted with beneficiary and control groups. Prior to survey implementation, community surveys will be conducted to characterize the vulnerability and governance context in the ZOI as well as provide information to guide the structure and implementation of the household, business and tourist surveys. Baseline survey data will be processed and a baseline LEWIE and SLA constructed/conducted. The baseline LEWIE and SLA will serve to provide some baseline values for the STP II results matrix as well as help inform program execution. 

Ex-post surveys will be administered to the same households and businesses, with a random sample of new businesses and tourists. An ex-post LEWIE will be constructed and SLA conducted. Key impact indicators in table 6 will be assessed. All procedures, results, key findings, challenges and lessons learned will be thoroughly documented as per IDB reporting requirements.  

ANNEX A. KEY VARIABLES FOR INCLUSION IN SURVEYS FOR THE LEWIE AND SLA
 
I. LEWIE Tourist surveys:

· Basic demographic information (age/gender/nationality/residence/income/education/# of travelers); where tourist was encountered.

· Motivation for travel.

· Complete and detailed travel itinerary including means of travel for each leg of journey.

· Expenditure. It is critical to distinguish expenditure made within and outside the Program Zone of Influence (ZOI). If a tour operator was used, detail what goods/services were included in the package and which were not. Documentation of expenditures should consider currency used, number of people for which the expenditure pertains to and if the expenditure was per day or for a specific leg of journey. Main expenditure categories include hotel, restaurant/beverage, transportation, communications, excursions, gifts, and others depending on the particular characteristics of the tourist destination and local tourism supply. A community survey prior to tourist/business/household survey is recommended to establish this basic information. 

· Choice modelling/contingent valuation: questions appropriate for ascertaining tourist willingness to pay for defining features of the IDB investment Program are included in this section. The purpose of this section of the survey is to establish how much a tourist may be willing to pay for the changes in the tourism experience that STP II aims to bring about which may later be used to corroborate Ex-Post Impact Evaluation findings.

II. LEWIE Business surveys:

· Types of goods and services offered; address and GPS coordinates of business
.

· Income. All sources of business income should be considered here for one calendar or fiscal year. Whether or not the year described was a typical year, an exceptionally good (from income perspective) or poor year should also be ascertained. An interval, for example of +/- 20% may be an intuitive way of exploring variability of income and whether or not the year in question was a good/poor one. The source of the income should be distinguished in that if it is from tourists, residents of the ZOI or external to the ZOI, from other businesses (within/external to the ZOI) or from the local or central government. 

· Expenditure. All expenditures and the destination of the expenditure (within/outside the ZOI) should be documented. Expenditures should include: payments to factors such as labor and associated costs, property/land/rental, maintenance of capital goods, the purchase of new capital; intermediate business consumption including inputs into the production process which include operating overhead such as electricity, water, fuel, etc.; taxes and other transfers to all levels of government, and; savings/investment. 

III. LEWIE and SLA Household surveys:

Information obtained from this survey will provide input into both the LEWIE and the SLA.

· Basic demographic information for each family member (age/gender/nationality/residence/education); address and GPS coordinates of household; visitors to the household and their duration of stay.

· Details on migration/migratory labor. Questions on migration aim to quantify income earned within and outside the Program ZOI and its reliability/persistence.

· Income/employment. This section aims to quantify all income received by the household by each source both within and outside the ZOI. The hours worked and in which activity by family member will be established here. All benefits associated with employment or self-employment should be quantified. Any loans obtained, investment income, income from the sale of assets including property, gifts, support from others, and other transfers should be documented. 

· Expenditure: This section quantifies all expenditures made for each individual in the household. Expenditures include household expenses such as rent/mortgage, as well as utilities including water, electricity, gas and communications. All purchases made in terms of household assets/utilities/furniture/television/computer should be documented. Expenditure on food/beverage, transportation, health, education, clothing, entertainment and travel should be documented. Also include expenditures on any gifts made, savings, servicing of loans, insurance, fees and taxes paid to local and central governments.

IV. SLA-Specific questions (following DFID, 1999).

In addition to understanding the vulnerability and governance context (i.e. transforming structures and processes) in which a household is embedded, SLA seeks to explore the asset pentagon which includes human, social, natural, physical and financial capital. A non-exhaustive overview of indicators for each type of capital is presented here. This information may be obtained through community surveys, focus and consultative groups, available documentation/literature and the inclusion of questions in the primary surveys to be conducted with households and to some degree, businesses.  

Human Capital. Questions around human capital should be designed to achieve an understanding of the skills, knowledge, ability to labor, and health condition of family members that enable them to pursue livelihood strategies and achieve livelihood objectives. Key indicators to assess human capital may be categorized as health and education measures (relative and absolute). Health indicators include life expectancy, nutrition, and quality and access to healthcare. Education indicators should include both formal and informal education and skills training.

Social Capital. In the context of the SLA, social capital refers to the social resources households may draw upon to achieve their priority livelihood outcomes. Understanding this capital requires comprehension of social networks and connectedness; membership to formalized groups requiring adherence to norms of behavior, and; relationships of trust and reciprocity including cooperation which can reduce transaction costs, act as safety nets and empower people. 

Natural capital. Natural capital refers to the stocks and flows of natural resources which support livelihoods strategies. Indicators of natural capital are related to land, forests, marine/aquatic resources, water, air, erosion control, waste assimilation, storm protection, biodiversity. Here, the ecosystem services framework may be a useful approach for categorizing and quantifying these assets
. In addition to the existence of natural capital, the quality and access of natural capital is also an important consideration. Understanding who has access to natural capital and on what terms, as well as indication of potential conflict and variability over time are important considerations.

Physical capital. Physical capital is the basic infrastructure (changes to the physical environment that help people meet their basic needs) and goods (tools and equipment) that enable people to pursue livelihood strategies and outcomes. The availability and characteristics of transport, shelter, water/sanitation, energy and communications form part of the physical capital endowments of households. 

Financial capital. Financial capital refers to the financial resources that households employ to pursue livelihood outcomes. In addition to a full accounting of income and expenditure as noted in the opening of section III, questions around financial capital should be designed to provide a picture of the financial service environment, services provided, to whom and under what terms. Information on how households manage risk, savings and investment is required here.
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� While Taylor and Mateusz (2014) explain that a SAM is not always the necessary starting point for a LEWIE as LEWIE’s may be parameterized econometrically, the data required for parameterization follows from a SAM. Furthermore, assembly of a SAM as a precursor to LEWIE development ensures accounting identities and the circular flow of income in an economy are maintained which is quite important for the correct parameterization of a LEWIE.


� The Firm/Consultant is responsible for following international best practices for ethics in research with human subjects.  


� Please note that a sample of all types of businesses in the ZOI is required, not only those businesses with tourism-related activities. 
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