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Annex I: Project portfolio 
 
The table below presents the projects of the Food Security Country Programme (decentrally managed 
projects only) and the CATALIST-2 programme, including the project number for each project. 


Project 
number 


Project name Implementing organisation 


19160 TVET - Skills Development and Employment Protection GIZ (Deutsche Gesellschaft für 
Internationale Zusammenarbeit 
GmbH) 


19462 PAREF II (NL-1) - Programme d’Appui à la 
Reforestation de 9 Districts des Provinces du Nord et 
Ouest du Rwanda  


BTC - Belgian Development Agency 


19815 PROSKID - Promotion of skills development in 
partnership with the private sector 


Private Sector Federation 


19940/ 
25978/ 
26928 


Electricity Access Roll-out Program (EARP) Rwanda Energy, Water and 
Sanitation Agency 
 


23168/
23214 


Support for land tenure regularisation (LTR) in Rwanda DFID 


23743 HIMO PDED II consolidation Helpage Rwanda 
24371/ 
255421 


District Infrastructure Investments through Rwanda 
Local Development Support Fund (RLDSF)/ Local 
Demand Driven Investments projects through RLDSF 


Local Development Agency ‘LODA’ 
(formerly RLDSF) 
 


24720 CATALIST-2 agribusiness cluster development, market 
integration and agricultural intensification 


IFDC Rwanda 


24730 Linking Farmers to Markets Private Sector Federation and the 
Chamber of Farmers 


24793 Front Office Fund2 EKN 
24871 Capacity Building for Food Security in Rwanda Public Sector Capacity Building 


Secretariat (PSCBS) 
250591 Consolidation of Marshlands  Deutsche Welthungerhilfe e.V.  
25195 PAREF NL-2 - Support to participatory forest 


management pilots and biomass energy production in 
9 districts of Rwanda 


Rwanda Natural Resource Authority 
(RNRA) 


25454 Cooperatives Support Programme SPARK Rwanda 
254571 Access to Food for Young Children UNICEF Rwanda 


                                                           
1 For this project an in-depth evaluation was conducted.  
2 In agreement with IOB, it was decided during the baseline to exclude the individual projects financed under the 
Front Office Fund from the endline report, as not all projects of the fund are relevant to the objectives of the food 
security programme. 
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Annex II: Approach of the programme evaluation (Analysis Plan) 
This Annex presents the analysis plan for the end line evaluation of the Dutch food security programme in 
Rwanda. Both the approach for the portfolio evaluation as the project evaluation of CATALIST-2 are 
explained. In addition, hypotheses on the impact and approach are given. Finally, a schedule of the planning 
of the end line phase and an overview of the documents received by EKN, IOB, and the project implementers 
are given.  
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1.  Introduction 
The food security programme of EKN Kigali is presented by the intervention logic as displayed in Figure 
1.1: 


 


Figure 1.2: Food security intervention logic, Source: MASP 2012 - 2015 


In the baseline report the EKN outputs in the intervention logic were linked to the EKN portfolio as shown 
in Table 1.1. The embassy output contributes to the country outcome. Linking the projects to the outputs 
in the intervention logic is the starting point to define in what way a project contributes to the Food 
Security programme of EKN.  


Between the baseline and the end line phase we conducted surveys among the projects that were 
already finalized by 2015. Project implementers were asked to fill in a self-evaluation about the project 
and its contribution to the food security programme.  


We used the intervention logic to assess for those projects to what extent they have met the project 
objectives and in that way contributed to the EKN food security objectives. In addition, information 
about the number of direct and indirect beneficiaries was collected. For each project participating in the 
survey we described the results in terms food availability, food accessibility, food stability, food 
utilization and private sector development. 
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Table 3.4: Food security projects per Embassy output (see fig. 1.1)  


The following projects were finalized by 2015: 
• 19160 TVET Skills Development and Employment Protection 
• 19815 Promotion of Skills Development 
• 19940 Electricity Access Program  
• 19462 PAREF II (PAREF NL-1) - Programme d’Appui à la Reforestation de 9 Districts des Provinces 


du Nord et Ouest du Rwanda 
• 23743 HIMO PDED II consolidation - Consolidation feeder roads 
• 25059 Consolidation of Marshland Development 
• 24371 District Infrastructure Investments through RLDSF. 


 
Outputs 


Relevant projects 


Output 1: Improved infrastructure to produce, process, distribute and prepare food. 


1.1 Feeder roads built in labour intensive way 23743 – HIMO PDED II consolidation 
1.2 Demand driven local economic development 24371/25542 – Infrastructure investments 


24720 – CATALIST-2 
25195 – PAREF 2 


1.3 Improved land registration 23168 – Land tenure regularisation 
1.4 Increased access to reliable and affordable energy 19462 – PAREF 1 


19940 – Electricity access programme 


Output2: Strengthened capacity of government agencies, private sector and discussion fora. 


2.1 Strengthened agribusiness representatives 19462 - PAREF 1 
24720 – CATALIST-2 
24871 – Capacity building for food security 
24730 – Linking farmers to markets 
25059 – Consolidation marshlands 


2.2 Strengthened SMEs in agribusiness sector 19160 – Skills development and employment 
protection 
19815 – PROSKID 
23743 – HIMO PDED II consolidation 
24720 – CATALIST-2 


2.3 Strengthened cooperatives 24720 – CATALIST-2 
24730 – Linking farmers to markets 
25059 – Consolidation marshlands 
25454 – Cooperatives support programme 


2.4 Strengthened (semi) government institutions 23743 – HIMO PDED II consolidation 
24730 – Linking farmers to markets 
24871 – Capacity building for food security 
25059 – Consolidation marshlands 


2.5 Strengthened fora for discussion 24371/25542 – Infrastructure investments 
24720 – CATALIST-2 


Output 3: Better access to healthy food for very young children 


3.1 Nutrition programme for very young children 25457 – UNICEF 
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All project implementers of the above-mentioned projects received the survey and responded, except 
for project 24371. 
 


2.  Approach portfolio evaluation end line 
During the end line phase the following stages will be followed: 
 


 
Table 2.1: Stages portfolio evaluation food security Rwanda 


 


2.1 Desk research  
The desk research will take place in the Netherlands. The document review of secondary data sources is 
ongoing. Documents consist of project-level monitoring reports and/ or evaluations conducted by 1. 
Project implementers, 2. Embassy, 3. Other donors or the Government of Rwanda. Please refer to 
appendix 1 for available documents per project received either from EKN, IOB or the project implementers 
(survey). 


As discussed during the workshop with IOB relevant documents are not only the food security policy letter 
of 2011, but also documents such as the country MASP. In addition the new policy letter of 2014, and 
possibly the new MASP (2014-2017) are important reference points for the current (2016) relevance of 
the projects and will be included in our desk research. With relevance IOB means that it can be concluded 
that a project was successful and relevant for the older policy letter, but that compared to the new policy 
letter, this project has become less relevant (with an indication of the cause). 


1. Desk 
Research


• Document review 
• Survey


2. Field visit


• Portfolio evaluation 14 projects
• In depth evaluation 3 projects


3. Analyses & 
Conclusions


• Analyses of results field visit 
• Define preliminary conclusions


4. Reporting


• Draw up draft report
• Draw up final report 
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For the Rwanda food security impact evaluation we already started with analyzing the available 
documents of the projects, conducted the survey for 7 projects as discussed earlier and used the data to 
assess if the EKN food security objectives are met.  


Table 2.2 shows an example of project 19160 TVET Skills Development and Employment Protection, of 
which we analyzed the documents based on the BEMO results, the assessment during the baseline study 
and the survey.  


In line with the request of IOB after the workshop in November 2015, we added an additional column 
named ‘other’ where we can include additional characteristics as mentioned in the new policy letter of 
2014, such as: 


• Environmental sustainability / climate change adaptation? 
• Characteristics of target group: small, medium farmers; landless, wage labourers? 
• Type of food insecurity experienced by beneficiaries (availability, access, utilisation, stability) 
• Effect on indirect beneficiaries? (e.g. employment, food availability). 


In table 2.3 we linked the project objectives to the results and outcomes and were able to draw some 
preliminary conclusions. These conclusions will be tested in interviews with project implementers during 
the end line visit. We will do the same for the remaining projects. 
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FOOD SECURITY  Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and 
Targeting food 
insecure?   


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence
) 


 Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/evidence
) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence) 


Other 
(Policy letter 
2014) 


Sub-objective  output  indicator: 2.2 Strengthened SMEs in agribusiness sector  


Skills development 
and employment 
protection (BEMO, 
19160) 


Not applicable Unknown Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable   


Baseline assessment No additional 
information 


No additional 
information 


If farmers are 
included and 
their skills 
improve, they 
could use this to 
implement more 
efficient 
producing 
strategies with 
higher yields.  


Business skills 
could provide 
employment 
opportunities and 
thereby more 
income to buy 
food 


No additional 
information 


No additional 
information 


  


Survey results No - Entrepreneurs, 
employees, self-
employed, job-
seekers 
- 10,000 people 
(target 3,000), with 
4,657 women (52%), 
received further 
trainings as part of 
the Upgrade Your 
Skills initiative 


Income No mention of 
this 


No mention of 
this 


No mention of 
this 


The aim of the 
project is: 
strengthen the 
SMEs and 
promote 
employment 
opportunities It 
seems like jobs 
are created, 
however the 
diagram does not 
contain correct 
data it seems. 


 


Table 2.2: Document review project 19160 Skills development and employment protection  
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Table 2.3: Project objectives linked to results and outcomes 19160 Skills development and employment protection 


Project  Objectives  Output  Outcomes  Preliminary conclusions 


Sub-objective  output  indicator: 2.2 Strengthened SMEs in agribusiness sector 


Skills 
development 
and 
employment 
protection 
(BEMO, 19160) 


1. The economic 
performance of 
MSMEs and non-
agricultural 
employment 
opportunities has 
significantly 
improved for 
poor sections of 
the population 
 


1. The public authorities (PA) and the 
private sector (PS) are in a structured 
dialogue on TVET issues and reach 
agreement on mutual design, shared 
responsibilities and joint management 
of the TVET system. 
A structured Public Private Dialogue 
(PPD) is established and a PPD 
Secretariat was launched (Results 
Matrix GIZ Report). 
The Secretariat has received support 
in the form of training courses and 
information events have been carried 
out, while dialogue processes and 
structures have been established at 
national and local levels (GIZ Final 
Report) 


1. A platform for the coordination of the public authorities and 
the private sector in the area of skills development is 
institutionalized and active. 
The application of RIA (Regulatory Impact Assessments, an 
instrument to assess the potential negative effects of new laws 
and regulations on the private sector) has not been pursued 
(Results Matrix GIZ Report). 
Three Public-Private Partnerships (PPP) were launched, leading to 
a total of 155 male and female entrepreneurs and employees to 
receive training in financial accounting (GIZ Final Report). 


Results matrix (GIZ Report): 
- 69,342 jobs created until 2013 (including 


temporary jobs) 
- Increase in credit and loans to private 


sector 
- From 95 (2012) to 240 (2013) exporting 


companies in Rwanda 
- Investor Perception Index increased from 


71 (2012) to 74.4 (2013) 
 
 
The 2nd objective has been completed.  


- Skills of trainees were improved 
- Employability of trained people 


increased, because of acquired skills 
- Companies introduced new products, 


provided better service, and got more 
income 


- Training centre increased the number of 
new trainees 


 
With respect to the 1st objective it is unclear if and 
how SMEs are actually strengthened. The objective 
is vaguely stated in the first place, as ‘strengthened’ 
can have several meanings.  
 
GIZ Final Report (p.37): the programme was not 
primarily aimed at poverty reducation, but it did 
make a contribution to improving the qualifications 
of young men and women, who therefore have 


 2. The 
employability of 
young Rwandans, 
especially young 
women, is 
improved 
 


2. A TVET strategy and an 
organizational framework for 
implementation are established and 
reflect the results of Public Private 
Dialogue (PPD). 
Representatives of Rwanda’s Chamber 
of Industry and its construction 
industry association are collaborating 
with the Technical and Vocational 
Schools Association (TEVSA), as well as 
with the master trainers to develop a 
strategy for the further education of 
both TVET school teachers and in-
company instructors (GIZ Final Report) 


2. A mutually agreed TVET strategy between the PA and the PS is 
approved and in implementation. 
While the PS and TVET have started working together more, it is 
still necessary to include the PS more strongly (GIZ Final Report). 
The area of labour market interventions has not yet developed an 
adequate profile. 
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Project  Objectives  Output  Outcomes  Preliminary conclusions 


  3. Decision makers in TVET better 
understand the labour market and its 
developments using various 
instruments. 
The Sector Skills Councils have been 
created in order to align vocational 
education more closely to the needs of 
the private sector (GIZ Final Report) 


3. Labour market instruments are established and used. 
The Ministry of Public Service and Labour launched Rwanda’s first 
employment agency (GIZ Final Report). The agency offers career 
advice and job application training. 


better access to more productive employment and 
a more secure income. 
The programme has organised a campagin for 
women and girls to increase their participation in 
vocational training courses. 
 
GIZ Final Report (p.41): The sustainability  of the 
programme was assessed to be good (level 2 on 
BMZ scale), due to high ownership of the partners 
and participatory approach . However there is still 
low financial capacity of Rwandan private sector 
organizations. 


  4. The professional initial training is 
directed towards the labour market 
demand. 
A more demand oriented skills 
development system has been created 
through the involvement of the 
private sector. The Sector Skills 
Councils (SSC) have been created 
(Results Matrix GIZ Report). 


4. Curricula and Examinations are developed based on the needs 
expressed by the PS. 
Increased provision of internship opportunities by private 
enterprises for male and female participations (Results Matrix GIZ 
Report). 
The systematic inclusion of the private sector has been secured 
through the integration of work experience as part of the school-
based training (GIZ Final Report). 
 


  5. Professional further training is an 
integral instrument of the TVET 
system in both formal and non-formal 
areas. 
10,087 people, including 4,815 women 
(48%), are trained by prive-sector 
organizations (Results Matrix GIZ 
Report). More than three times as 
many people have benefited from 
training than was originally planned. 
9,034 people, including 4,657 women 
(52%), received training as part of the 
Upgrade Your Skills (UYS) initiative 


5. Skills attained through professional training as well as prior 
experiential learning are recognized and lead to certification. 
No data, it proved impossible to carry out an assessment of the 
skills of the people receiving the training. 
However private companies are providing an increasing number 
of work experience places for male and female participants in 
TVET courses (GIZ Final Report) 
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Project  Objectives  Output  Outcomes  Preliminary conclusions 


  6. Teachers and Trainers are better 
trained and the institutional setup 
allows them to better perform their 
job 
Creation of training-of-trainer courses 
for master trainers working in 
vocational schools and in companies 
(Results Matrix GIZ Report). 
The ToT Task Force is established, a 
body that develops training of trainer 
courses for instructors working in 
TVET schools (GIZ Final Report) 


6. A ToT concept is institutionalized, elaborated and implemented 
aiming at better trainer attraction and retention 
The TEVSA developed a ‘Roaming TOT strategy’, involving the 
provision of further training for vocational teachers. More than 
1,000 teachers received further training (GIZ Final Report). 


  7. The potentials of micro enterprises 
for both professional training and self-
employment are better exploited. 
Related to outcome 7. 


7. Specific measures to strengthen micro enterprises are 
implemented. 
The employment agency of MIFOTRA created the CEFE course 
(Creation of Enterprises – Formation of Enterprises) (GIZ Final 
Report). 


  8. The project concepts and its 
implementation is coordinated with 
local and international development 
partners and possibilities of direct 
cooperation are identified and 
implemented. 
The programme involved the use of 
international and national, long-term 
and short-term experts, integrated 
experts, development workers, 
national experts, and experts from SES 
(Senior Experts Service) (GIZ Final 
Report). There is close collaboration 
with German FC. 


8. Specific possibilities of direct cooperation with development 
partners have been identified and implemented. 
Detailed coordination discussions have been held with 
development partners for the preparation of the trainer-of-
trainer courses (GIZ Final Report).  
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2.2 Field visit 
The second stage of the data collection will take place in Rwanda during the field visit. This is planned in 
March to carry out the qualitative and quantitative data collection. The field visit aims to verify the findings 
of the desk research and to study the projects in more detail. The portfolio in Rwanda consists of 15 EKN 
projects (including CATALIST-2). CATALIST-2 will be assessed in the project evaluation, which is described 
in chapter 3. During the field visit we will carry out: 


A. the portfolio evaluation of all 15 projects for a ‘light’ assessment; 
B. the in-depth qualitative evaluation of 3 projects; 
C. the in-depth quantitative and qualitative evaluation of CATALIST-2 (see chapter 3).  


2.2.1 Portfolio evaluation 
The preparation of the field visit starts with an analysis of the data on outcome and output level for each 
project in order to assess to what extent the project targets have been met based on the baseline 
report, document review and survey (as shown in table 2.3). The baseline report summarized the 
intended outcomes and outputs. In the surveys the project managers reported on the achieved results. 
Those two sources have been compared (as shown in table 2.3). The field visit will be used to verify 
through interviews to what extent our findings are correct and to what extent project implementers and 
EKN staff believe the projects to have contributed to the objectives of the Rwanda country programme 
and Dutch food security policy. 


We intend to conduct face-to-face semi-structured interviews, which offer the benefit of generating 
interview data that are comparable between respondents whilst also offering the respondent the 
opportunity to clarify responses, to proceed interactively when answering questions, to volunteer 
information to the research team and to bring up issues that the evaluation team would not have thought 
of. We will prepare specific questionnaires for every project with a checklist of topics to discuss and 
questions. The interviews are focused on: 


• seeking clarifications on the various data that we collected from our desk review;  
• validating and enriching survey findings; 
• cross-checking findings; 
• ensuring a balanced perspective. 


 


We intend to interview the following stakeholders: 


• 14 project implementers (interviews for CATALIST-2 are described in chapter 3);  
• EKN staff (2 interviews); 
• Government of Rwanda (1 -2 interviews). 


The interviews will take between 1 and 1,5 hour each. In total between 17-20 interviews will take place. 
It will be possible to organize 4 to 5 interviews per day, depending on the distance to travel. The portfolio 
interviews will take approximately 5 days.  







 


14 
 


2.2.2 In-depth evaluation 
The in-depth evaluation consists of a total of four projects including the CATALIST-2 programme. The in-
depth evaluation of CATALIST-2 will be discussed in chapter 3.  


Three of the four projects in the portfolio evaluation are selected from the projects funded by EKN. The 
projects selected for the in-depth evaluation are: 


• 24371/25542 – Infrastructure Investments 
• 25059 – Consolidation Marshlands WHH  
• 25457 – Access to Food for Young Children. 


Initially it was intended to include one centrally managed project in the evaluation that had to be indicated 
by IOB. On 20 January 2016 it was decided by IOB to leave out the centrally managed project.  


The in-depth evaluation contains: 


• 3 visits of project locations to have a better insight of the circumstances, results and impact on 
the beneficiaries.  


• 1 additional face-to-face interview with board / staff members per project (next to the portfolio 
interview) 


• 2 Focus Group Discussions with the final beneficiaries of 2 selected projects. 


In the inception phase it was agreed with IOB to validate the data collected from the document review 
and interviews by engaging the (intended) beneficiaries of two projects in focus group discussions (FGDs). 
The goal of these FGDs is to have a better understanding of the information that is presented in the reports 
and also to test whether these findings resonate with the target group of the selected projects. The 
questions to be addressed in the FGDs will depend on the subject and goal of the specific project. One 
FGD will take place per selected project and therefore two FGDs are scheduled as part of the portfolio 
evaluation. 


General issues to be addressed during the discussions are:  


• assessment of the theory of change; 
• mapping of the observed results of the intervention on the direct target group; 
• mapping of the effect of the intervention on the indirect target group; 
• identification of external factors.  


 


For the FGDs we suggest to choose the projects: 


• 25457 – Access to Food for Young Children 
• 25059 – Consolidation Marshlands WHH. 
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The focus group discussion could take approximately 3 to 4 hours (including preparation on-site, receiving 
participants and wrap-up/saying goodbye). We intend to combine the interviews of the portfolio 
evaluation with the in-depth evaluation on the same day to save time.  


Including the portfolio evaluation the field visit will take 7 – 9 working days (flights excluded). 


2.3 Analysis and conclusions 
Based on the document review, field visit and additional desk research all available information will be 
analyzed and triangulated in order to answer the evaluation questions. We will use the intervention logic 
on portfolio level in order to assess to what extent  the country programme objectives have been met. By 
answering the research questions we will analyze to what extent the overall Dutch food security 
programme objectives of the security policy letter of 2011 have been met and to what extent they are 
relevant in the context of the new policy letter of 2014. The latter assessment will be done briefly since it 
was not primarily the objective of this impact evaluation study. 


Our draft results will be shared with the over evaluation teams between May-July as suggested by IOB. 
Based on the draft results we will formulate our preliminary conclusions and will report on our draft 
report in September 2016.  


2.4 Reporting 
The report will be structured according to the proposed outline of IOB for the country report. Based on 
the previous stage we will draw up the draft report in September 2016. After receiving and processing the 
feedback of IOB, the final report will be delivered in November 2016. 
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3.  Approach project evaluation CATALIST-2 
We start with a brief recap of the programme logic and the evaluation questions formulated in the 
baseline report. 


The CATALIST-2 activities in the (local) cassava clusters consist of:  


• Information on ISFM (integrated soil fertility management) farming practices through farmer 
promoters trained by programme facilitators;  


• Information on business and financial planning through program facilitators;  
• Access to improved cassava cuttings and other inputs (fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides);  


The information is provided through trainings. Summarizing, the programme logic assumes that farming 
households can increase their yield and net income through applying organic and chemical fertilizers, 
improved cuttings/seeds and soil fertility management practices. Further, it is assumed that farmers have 
insufficient access to credit, input and output markets, which prevents them from fully realizing the 
benefits of IFSM. Therefore, the programme works on eliminating these obstacles (see also the diagram, 
baseline report Fig 3.4, p53).   


From the baseline report we copy the evaluation questions (p56-57): 


3.4.2 Specific evaluations questions  


Based on the results chain in Figure 2.1, the evaluation aims to address the following evaluation 
questions for addressing the impact on the direct beneficiaries of the CATALIST-2 cassava intervention:  


First-order effects:  


1. Have cassava growing farmers adopted ISFM farming practices (use of fertilizers and soil 
management) as a result of the CATALIST-2 programme (specifically, information on ISFM and 
proximity to agro-dealers, link to credit market)?  


2. Do cassava growing farmers have better access to credit as a result of CATALIST-2 programme 
(specifically, information on business planning and applying for credit, cassava credit arrangement)?  


3. How has the yield of cassava changed as a result of the CATALIST-2 programme among the targeted 
cassava growing farmers?  


Second-order effects:  


4. How has the output of cassava changed as a result of the CATALIST-2 programme among the targeted 
cassava growing farmers?  


5. How has the land used for cassava changed as a result of CATALIST-2 programme among the targeted 
cassava growing farmers?  


i 
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Note that the first-order effects are the closest related to CATALIST-2 programme activities. The second 
and third-order effects are influenced more and more by circumstances and other programmes 
implemented in the survey area.  


 


 


Figure 3.1: Simplified intervention logic, perspective of farming households 


 


The research questions listed all imply a clear analytical structure: the concept in bold is the outcome of 
interest (the dependent) and the causal determinant of interest is the CATALIST-2 programme. In a 
regression framework, one of the main identification problems is that farmers self-select into treatment. 


Before answering the impact questions we therefore need to consider CATALIST-2 programme 
participation over the study period using basic targeting questions: 


1. To what extent have cassava farmers in the target cells/villages been exposed to CATALIST-2 
(according to CATALIST programme data and self-reported participation)?  
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2. Who are the participants in CATALIST-2 (CL2)? All cells and hh are in principle eligible for 
treatment. (Study/estimate model of self-selection into treatment, both at cell and hh level).  


3.1 Outcome measures (left-hand side variables) 
From the list of research questions, we identify the following outcomes as LHS variables. 


“First-order effect regressions” 


1. ISFM practice adoption: fertilizer/pesticides use (could also be RHS variable in regressions below); 
Cassava variety planted 


2. Access to credit 
3. Cassava yield 


“Second-order effect regressions” 


4. Total cassava output 
5. Land area used for cassava 
6. Total output, all products 


“Third-order effect regressions” 


7. Income, hired-in labour, subjective well-being 
8. Food security: food consumption, nutritional status (children, female); food diversity indicator 


3.2 The right-hand side: treatment indicators and control variables 
We aim to make use of two general types of treatment information: from the survey, reported in the 
community and household questionnaires; and information on the locations (cells) where the programme 
has been carried out from the implementing NGOs (a.o. Ibakwe). We will report on the comparison of 
both types of the headline treatment indicators. In the impact analysis we will make use of the survey 
information if there is little difference between these indicators (if there is a difference we will report how 
this affect the estimates).  


Based on the programme logic and description, the main treatments offered at the cell/village level are 
Integrated Soil Fertility Management (ISFM) training and Business and Financial Management (BFM) 
training. Other elements involve improving access to improved cassava varieties and other inputs 
(herbicides, pesticides, fertilizer). Usually this means informing people about these inputs and “connecting 
sellers and buyers”, occasionally subsidizing.  


We measure the treatment at the community (cell) and at the household level in a binary fashion: did 
treatment T take place in community Z; or did your household participate in treatment T? Then we will 
explore ways to calculate treatment intensity, e.g. via the number of visits/trainings that took place; or 
the number of demonstration plots/farms that were created.  


Beyond the treatment indicators, a range of community and household characteristics are measured to 
control for other determinants of the outcomes of interest. A set of basic controls will include household 
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demographics (size, head education, age, gender) and standard housing and asset indicators, probably an 
asset index. Some of the controls vary with the outcome that is modeled. For example, for the (cassava) 
production outcomes we will need to control for soil quality parameters as well as production shocks. In 
general, it will be important to control for the intervention history of the community, as more than the 
CATALIST-2 (CL2)programme may be active. For example, if food subsidy programmes are active, this will 
affect the nutrition status and thus all non-CL2 “confounding” programme activity needs to be captured. 


3.3 Analysis plan Rwanda CATALIST 
How effective is CATALIST-2? There are two levels to consider this question at: cluster average level and 
individual level.  


The clusters in Rwanda are called cells. We expect to have cells with and without any intervention activity. 
Within treated cells we expect to have treated and untreated HH.  


Once CL2 starts, programme activities in a cell some farmers are more likely to participate and benefit 
than others. At the cell level, the question to ask is: what is the cell level treatment effect (intention to 
treat, ITT)? — i.e. how much mean difference does it make for outcome Y to live in cell targeted/visited 
by CL2? This averages over households who select into treatment and those who do not. This is arguably 
the parameter of interest for an implementing organization. 


For household i in cell j at time t the outcome y can be modeled as 


yijt = a + b1. Zjt + c. Xijt + vj + eijt 


Here Z is an indicator equal to one if any CL2 activity took place in the cell during the period t-1 to t. If 
cluster level programme placement is non-random Z will be correlated with the cell level error term v. We 
aim to reduce the resulting bias by controlling for (household and) cell level variables that affect cell 
selection into treatment. Another possibility is to estimate a double difference model 


𝑦𝑦𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 = 𝑎𝑎 + 𝑏𝑏1.𝑍𝑍𝑖𝑖 + 𝑏𝑏2. D(t = 1) + 𝑏𝑏3.𝐷𝐷(𝑡𝑡 = 1).𝑍𝑍𝑖𝑖 + 𝑐𝑐.𝑋𝑋𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 + 𝑣𝑣𝑖𝑖 + 𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 


Here Z(j) indicates cells that are untreated at baseline but have been treated by end line and so controls 
for time-invariant unobservables that determine treatment during the study period. The ITT parameter is 
b3. 


A second impact question relates to programme participation of the individual household (T): what is the 
household level treatment effect (on the treated) — i.e. what is the mean difference between households 
that are CL2 treated and those that are not.  


yijt = a + b1.𝑻𝑻𝒊𝒊𝒊𝒊𝒊𝒊 + c. Xijt + vj + eijt 


A common approach in this case is Instrumental Variables (IV) estimation but finding a credible instrument 
is often a challenge. In the absence of clear exogenous variation in individual programme participation we 
need to rely on controlling for household characteristics. In any case, the first stage of the IV will be 
estimated when we address targeting and participation.  
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For both 2 and 3, add interaction terms to say something about sub-groups, e.g. are female-headed 
households affected differentially by CL2?  


In conclusion: we have provided an overview of how the effects in the CATALIST-2 programme logic can 
be translated into lists of measurable concepts, both on the left-hand or outcome side and on the right-
hand side (treatment indicators, controls) of the impact equations. We have also sketched how the impact 
may be identified using regression techniques. While the data analysis will follow this general outline, 
details will need to be specified along the way. 


3.4 Sampling of cells and villages 
The sample consists of 3 groups of villages: 


A. Early treatment villages: Villages that have been reached by CATALIST-2 already before the 
baseline survey.  


o Information about these locations up to cell level is obtained from the complete list of 
producers that benefit from CATALIST-2.  


o In these locations we know which farmers are listed under CATALIST-2 
o We only sample villages where there are not too many farmers listed under CATALIST-2 


(4-20 farmers per village). This condition is meant to ensure that we sample from villages 
where CATALIST-2 is introduced only recently. (Unfortunately, we do not have 
information about the year CATALIST-2 reached a certain location) 


B. Potential treatment villages: villages in areas where CATALIST-2 is active, however, these villages 
have not yet been reached by CATALIST-2. 


o These villages are sampled from sectors where cassava is an important crop 
o In addition, these villages are sampled from cells where CATAIST 2 is not (yet) active 


C. Control villages: villages in areas were CATALIST-2 is not active. These villages are located in Huye 
district exclusively. 


o These villages are sampled from sectors where cassava is an important crop 


 


In the CATALIST-2 areas (Bugesera, Gisagara, Kamonyi, Muhanga, Nyanza, Ruhango) cells can belong to 
four non-overlapping categories: 


1. CATALIST-2 cells with 10-100 farmers listed ⇒ this is the sampling base for early treatment 
villages 


2. CATALIST-2 cells with more than 100 farmers listed or less than 10 farmers listed ⇒ these cells 
are excluded from the sampling (except in the case of Muhanga, where there were too few cells 
in category 1) 


3. Non-CATALIST-2 cells that are located in sectors where cassava is an important crop ⇒ this is the 
sampling base for potential treatment villages 


4. Non-CATALIST-2 cells that are located in sectors where cassava is NOT an important crop ⇒ these 
cells are excluded from the sampling 
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The cells are separated based on eligibility for categories A, B and C, while non-eligible cells are excluded 
from the sampling base altogether.1  


Each eligible cell for sampling in categories A, B and C are listed twice in the sampling frame. Hence, a 
maximum of 2 villages can be selected in the sample per cell.2 


From the sampling frame, cells are selected into the sample based on random sampling. This is 
implemented by drawing a random number (uniformly distributed between 0 and 1) and ranking the cells 
from highest to lowest based on the assigned random number. 


In the selected cells, one (or two) village(s) is/are randomly selected from the list of villages. The eligibility 
conditions are verified at the villages again. In category A, villages are selected from the list of villages 
where between 4-20 farmers have been reached by CATALIST-2 already. 


3.4.1 Sampling within villages 
In each village, 10 farming households are interviewed. 


In all sampled villages, we use the following eligibility criteria for farmers: 


- Cassava is one of the 4 most important crops grown by the household. 
- The size of cultivated3 land does not exceed 2 ha (and it is also above zero). 


Households are selected using “random walk” methodology and checking the eligibility criteria before the 
start of the interview. 


In the early treatment villages (category A), 2 of the 10 households are (randomly) sampled from the 
farmer’s list of CATALIST-2. For the remaining 8 households, care has to be taken not to sample from 
farmers that are included on the CATALIST-2 farmer’s list. 


3.4.2 Selecting the sample size for treatment categories 
It is important to note that the distribution of early treatment and potential treatment villages in the 
sample is chosen with the expectation that at the time of the end line survey around 50% of the sample 
(400 households) will be exposed to interventions of CATALIST-2.  


Given these criteria, the optimal share of early treatment villages in the sample crucially depends on the 
assumptions about  


- the number of new villages reached by the programme between the baseline and end line period; 
and  


                                                           
1 Using cells as sampling base (instead of villages) is due to recording farmers at the cell level in the list obtained 
from IBAKWE. In addition, only listings of cells were available for the surveyed districts at the time of sampling. 
2 In principle, we would randomly sample from a complete list of villages, allowing for multiple draws of villages from 
a cell. However, for practical considerations, we restrict the number of possible villages from a cell to two. 
3 We chose to select on the size of cultivated land instead of land ownership because we are mainly interested in 
income from farming irrespective of cultivating their own land or a rented land. 
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- the number of households reached in both the early treatment and new treatment villages 
between the baseline and end line period.  


These considerations need to be discussed with the implementing NGOs prior to finalizing the sample 
selection. 


According to the information available to us, we proposed the following distribution of villages among the 
sampling categories and districts: 


District # Early treatment # Potential 
treatment  


# Control Total number 
villages 


Bugesera 5 10 0 15 


Huye 0 0 10 10 


Gisagara 5 6 0 11 


Kamonyi 5 6 0 11 


Muhanga 5 6 0 11 


Nyanza 5 6 0 11 


Ruhango 5 6 0 11 


Total 30 40 10 80 


Table 3.1: Sample size of villages 


The sampling design in Table 3.1, uses the following assumptions in order to arrive at 400 treated 
households at the end line: 


1. At least 25% of the potential treatment villages will become actual treatment villages by the end 
line. Hence, at the end line at least 40 villages will have been reached by CATALIST-2. 


2. Almost all households in the early treatment villages will be reached by CATALIST-2 by the end 
line. Note that we only sample 2 such households at the baseline. 


3. No similar cassava programme is active in the potential treatment and control villages at the time 
of the baseline survey. Hence, in total not more than 7.5% of the sample will have participated in 
the programme prior to the baseline. 


3.4.3 Discussion points 
1. Discuss what it means to be reached by CATALIST-2 (a) at the village and (b) at the household 


level. When are households classified as beneficiaries? 
a. Treatment at the village level (e.g. demonstration plot, presence of farmer facilitator, 


access to inputs) 
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b. Treatment at the household level (e.g. have participated in meeting/ workshop/ training, 
heard about ISFM through others) 


2. Discuss where do we expect to find effects: 
a. ISFM 
b. Mega-cluster activities 


3. Discuss when the intervention should take place so that we can measure it. 


Indicators Interventions happen after Interventions happen before 


Farming practices, access to 
credit, land allocation. 


End 2013-beginning 2014 End 2015-beginning 2016 


Yield, output, prices, income; 


Food-consumption; 


Food security indicators (less 
than one month recall). 


End 2012-beginning 2013 End 2014-beginning 2015 


Non-food consumption; 


Nutritional status. 


Earlier than  


end 2012-beginning 2013 


Earlier than  


end 2014-beginning 2015 


Table 3.2. Timeframe for detectable impacts 


 


4. Discuss the number of new villages expected to be reached. 
 If the number of new villages to be reached in 2014 is small, we need to sample more 


from villages already reached by the programme (recently reached villages). As described 
above, we would mostly select households in these villages who have not yet been 
reached by CATALIST-2. 


5. Discuss the number of new households within CATALIST-2 villages to be reached. 
 Where is this number expected to increase the most?  
 Is it important that the farmers get on the list of CATALIST-2, or presence of programme 


is sufficient? 


3.4.5 Feasibility of sampling frame 
District Early treatment Potential treatment Control 


 # Possible 
cells 


# Sampled 
villages 


# Possible 
cells1 


# Sampled 
villages 


# Possible 
cells 


# Sampled 
villages 


Bugesera 22 5 36 10 - - 
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Gisagara 5 5 47 6 - - 


Kamonyi 11 5 30 6 - - 


Muhanga2 10 5 53 6 - - 


Nyanza 5 5 35 6 - - 


Ruhango 6 5 29 6 - - 


Huye - - - - 18 10 


Total  30  40  10 


Notes: 
1. Number of possible potential treatment cells have to be verified at the district offices depending on the sectors where 
cassava is an important crop. 
2. In Muhanga, all CATALIST-2 villages are listed under early treatment due to the small number of CATALIST-2 cells in this 
district. 


Table 3.3 Number of eligible cells and sampled villages 
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3.4.6 Qualitative evaluation tools for the Rwanda FS evaluation  
In addition to the quantitative survey, at the end line we also plan to use qualitative evaluation tools. The 
particular aim is to address questions on CATALIST’s effects on poor and food insecure households and to 
address institutional outcomes.  


Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) will be organized with farmers benefiting from CATALIST-2 in the cassava 
(mega-)clusters. However, in order to assess longer term impact of the programme, we will conduct the 
FGDs in villages where CATALIST is already working for a long time. This way, we can interview the earliest 
adopters of the ISFM farming practices. The same team of qualitative researchers will conduct the FGDs 
as used for the other selected in-depth projects for the country programme evaluation.  


A total of six FGDs are planned in two villages: in both villages one FGD with male beneficiaries, one FGD 
with female beneficiaries and one FGD with poor/food-insecure households that do not directly benefit 
from the programme will be implemented.  We will interview males and females in separate FGD sessions. 
The following topics are envisioned for the FGDs with CATALIST-2 beneficiaries:4  


• How do farmers decide on what crops to grow? Do they use cost-benefit calculation based on 
expectations? How are these expectations formed (weather, current crop prices, et cetera)? 
How do farmers feel about producing cassava for selling to the market?  


• Which household members participate in the decisions on which crops to grow and in the 
decisions on how to spend the income earned?  


• How are food resources allocated among the household members?  
• Why farmers have applied or have not applied the ISFM farming practices?  
• Have they visited any CATALIST demonstration plot? 
• Why they have or have not used the services (access to inputs, business planning, credit, 


forward contracting) put in place by the project?  
• Do they listen to the radio? What types of stations and shows do they listen to? 
• Have they listened to Radio HUGUKA and/or Radio Communautaire?  
• On these radio stations, what topic do they remember being discussed? 
• Have they ever listened to shows about soil management, agricultural inputs, fertilizer? What 


about shows on financial planning, agricultural credit?  
• How did the project affect the livelihoods of direct beneficiaries?  
• Did the project focus on the relevant factors for improving food security?  
• Are the changes to agricultural production sustainable?  
• Further, we plan to conduct a few FGDs with poor (food-insecure) households who do not 


directly benefit from the project but may be exposed to (positive or negative) indirect effects. 
These FGDs will take place in the same villages where we conduct FGDs with beneficiaries. 
The FGDs will include the following topics:  


• Which household members participate in the decisions on income earning activities and in 
the decisions on how to spend the income earned?  


                                                           
4 A longer list of beneficiary questions is available from the baseline report. 







 


26 
 


• How are food resources allocated among the household members?  
• How did the food security situation of households change in the past five years? What are the 


driving factors behind these changes?  
• What are the impacts of agricultural intensification on the households in the past five years? 


What are the positive impacts (e.g. lower food prices, more work opportunities, et cetera)? 
And what are the negative impacts (e.g. increased land rent, et cetera)?  


For the institutional outcomes key informant interviews will be conducted with policy stakeholders and 
implementers of CATALIST-2 like cooperatives, processing units, implementing project staff and 
government officials, in order to address the impact of CATALIST-2 at the institutional level. Particular 
examples of stakeholders to be included are the mega-cluster coach, the district agronomist, operatives 
of the KCP cassava plant, the Rwanda Agricultural Board, the implementers (IFDC, Ibakwe en Caritas), and 
cooperative leaders.  


During the interviews, we will ask about the changes in the institutional setting over the past two years, 
their expected effects and the contribution of CATALIST-2 to these changes. We will also assess whether 
all expected outcomes (at the institutional level) have materialized by the end line and provide narrative 
on their achievement or non-achievement.  
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4.  Hypotheses 
During the workshop in November 2015, IOB asked the evaluation teams to present a number of impact 
pathway hypotheses and approach hypotheses. 


4.1 Impact hypotheses 
As already introduced in the baseline report, two major assumptions are made in the food security 
programme in Rwanda. The first one is that agriculture is a very important component of the Rwandan 
economy and employs many people, and as such, focusing on any activity dealing with farmers will have 
an impact on food security. The second one is that an increase in households’ revenues (i.e. through the 
HIMO approach or better access to markers) would automatically result in a better position with regards 
to food security whereas it is not sure how people spend their money. Summarizing, these headline 
program assumptions are: 


1. Projects that contribute to a rural enabling environment (agro-processing, infrastructure etc.), 
also contribute to improved food security. 


2. Focusing on any activity dealing with farmers will have an impact on food security. 
3. Increased income improves food consumption in terms of both quantity and nutritional quality. 


In addition to the above, hypotheses regarding the specific interventions (CATALIST-2) can be formulated: 


1. The training programmes lead to sustained changes in agricultural practice and entrepreneurship. 
2. The changes in agricultural practice and entrepreneurship result in improved household income. 
3. Increased household income improves food consumption (quantity and nutritional quality) in a 


manner that benefits all household members, including infants and women. 


4.2 Approach hypotheses 
In the conclusions of the workshop, IOB describes the hypotheses below which are also related to the ToR 
and should be covered in the reports: 


1. The embassy assures synergy between the Dutch FS programme and the programme of other 
actors (Government of Rwanda, main other donors). 


2. There is synergy between FS and other Dutch policy objectives: Involvement of Dutch expertise 
and private sector result in win-win situations. 


We note here that – with reference to the first approach hypothesis – we will not be in a position to assess 
the synergy between delegated and centrally funded projects, as we will not collect data on centrally 
funded projects. 
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5.     Planning 
The end line phase already started in the beginning of 2015 and will end in July 2016. The following 
planning has been made: 
 


Timeline Activities 


Nov 2015 Provide access to documents via Sofia system (IOB) 
Dec – March 2016 Preparations qualitative and quantitative evaluations  
Dec – Feb 2016 Desk research 
Jan – Feb 2016 Send survey to remaining projects Rwanda 
Jan 2016 Insight into Catalist-2 during monitoring period 
Feb – March 2016 Qualitative and quantitative data collection in Rwanda 
May – July 2016 Analysis and share draft results between evaluation teams 
Sep 2016                     Reporting on draft conclusions 
Sep 2016    Draft reports 
October 2016    Final reports 


Table 3.1: Planning evaluation food security Rwanda 
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Appendices 


Appendix 1. Overview of documents received by EKN, IOB and project 
implementers 


BEMO 
number Project End of project Documents available 


19160 TVET  -Skills development and 
employment protection  


February 2013 • EKN/GIZ Final N&F report (Aug-Dec 
2013) 


• Survey (Aug 2015) 


19462 PAREF II (PAREF NL-1) - 
Programme d’Appui à la 
Reforestation de 9 Districts 
des Provinces du Nord et 
Ouest du Rwanda 


June 2012 • EKN Final N&F report (Sep 2013) 


• BTC Final Report (Jun 2013) 


• Survey (April 2015) 


19815 Promotion of Skills 
Development 


December 
2013 


• EKN Final N&F report (Oct 2014) 
(doc p.1-66) 


• PSF FSP Project Completion Report 
2009-2013 (Mar 2014) 
(doc p.67-116) 


• Survey (Aug 2015) 


19940 Electricity Access Roll Out 
program 


June 2015 • Final Narrative Report (Sep 2014) 


• IOB Impact Evaluation: Energy in 
Rwanda (includes 19940) (Aug 2014) 
(EARP p.48) 
• Survey (Oct 2015) 


23168/
23214 


Land Tenure Regularization December 
2015 


• LTR Annual Review 2013-2014 (Sep 
2014) 


• DFID documentation (Nov 2014) 


23743 HIMO PDED II consolidation - 
Consolidation feeder roads 


31 March 
2014 


• Helpage Final Report 2012 - 2014 (Apr 
2014) 
• Survey (May 2015) 


24371 
(17542) 


District Infrastructure 
Investments through RLDSF 


June 2013 • EKN Final N&F report (Dec 2013); 
Annual Activity Report 2012-2013 (Sep 
2013) 


• Final Evaluation Report RLDSF (Jun 
2013) 
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24730 Linking Farmers to Markets January 2013 - 
December 
2016 


• Mid-Term Review (Nov 2015) 


24793 Front Office Fund   • EKN Review Study of the Floriculture for 
the Republic in Rwanda (Jul 2013) 
• The Friesian Technical & Financial 
Feasibility 


• The Friesian Businessplan 


• Proposal "Enhancing Seed Potato 
Reform in Rwanda" (Feb 2014) 


24871 Capacity building for Food 
Security 


November 
2016 


• EKN N&F report (May 2014) 


• EKN N&F report (Nov 2014) 


• EKN N&F report (May 2015) 


25059 Consolidation of Marshland 
Development 


January 2013 - 
December 


2014 


• 2nd Half-Annual Report on Activities 
2013 
• 3rd Half-Annual Report on Activities 
2014 
• Activity Plan 2014 
• Evaluation Report Welthungerhilfe (Dec 
2014) 
• Final Report ESIRU 2004-2014 (May 
2015) 


• Survey (May 2015) 


25195 Support to Participatory 
Forest Management (PAREF 
NL-2) 


March 2016  • EKN N&F report (Jun 2014) 
• EKN N&F report (Sept 2014) 
• EKN N&F report (Apr 2015) 
• EKN N&F report (Aug 2014) 


25454 Cooperatives Support Prog. May 2016 • EKN N&F + Audit report 2013 (Jul 2014) 
•  CSP Activity Plan 2014 
•  CSP Annual Report 2014 
•  CSP Inception Report (Nov 2014) 
•  CSP Activity Plan 2015 
•  Mid-Term Review (Aug 2015) 


25457 Access to Food for Young 
Children 


December 
2016  


(but likely to 
be 2-3 months 


late) 


•  EKN Nutrition Monitoring mission (Jul 
2014) 
•  Progress report 2013-2014 (Nov 2014) 
•  Annual Work Plan 2015 
•  Indicators, targets and baseline (Excel) 
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25542 Local Demand Driven 
Investments projects through 
RLDSF 


December 
2016 


• Annual Activity Report 2013-2014 (Nov 
2014) 
•  Annual Action Plan 2014-2015 (Aug 
2014) 
•  Annual Action Plan 2015-2016 (Jun 
2015) 
• Field Visit Report 2014 
• ToRs 2014-2015 
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Annex III: Results questionnaire for self-evaluation by project implementers 
 
This Annex presents the results to the questionnaire that we sent to the project implementers for their 
self-evaluation. The questionnaire was used to collect some key information about the project’s progress 
and results. Due to its nature it mainly captured the perspective of the project implementers. This 
perspective is complemented in the end line by the interviews with the project implementers and EKN 
staff for all projects, and for the in-depth evaluation also by a field visit and/or focus group discussion with 
beneficiaries. 
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1. Project 19160 – Skills Development and Employment Protection 
 


1. General information  
 
Please provide the following general information about the project and about yourself: 


Project Title: Promotion of Economy and Employment 
Name of your organisation: GIZ 


 
 


2. Information about the project 
 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Please describe the direct goal(s) of the project.  
 
Improving the Employability of TVET graduates    
    
To what extent has this goal/have these goals been 
achieved? 


 


In all, 9,034 people, including 4,657 women (52%), received further training as part of the Upgrade Your 
Skills (UYS) initiative.  


- 3.215 In entrepreneurship, of which 2.106 women (66%)  
- 1.397 In tailoring, textile and clothing, leather products, of which 1.256 women (90%) 
- 916 in agro-processing, of which 477 women (52%) 
- 1.259 persons in construction, of which 187 women (15%) 
- 20 persons in masonry, of which 2 women (10%) 
- 151 persons in roof works, of which 3 women (2%) 
- 168 persons in plumbing, of which 31 women (18%) 
- 257 persons in carpentry, of which 18 women (7%) 
- 359 persons in metal works, of which 19 women (5%) 
- 149 persons in frame work, of which 5 women (3%) 
- 215 persons in car mechanics und auto electronics, of which 20 women (9%) 
- 48 persons in electronics, of which 9 women (19%)     
- 497 persons in different management trainings including hospitality management, workshop 


management, of which 232 women (47%) 
- 112 persons in arts and crafts, of which 93 women (83%) 
- 186 persons in beauty and soap making, of which 172 women (92%),  
- 35 persons in ICT, of which 7 women (20%) 
- 20 persons in solar energy, of which 4 women (20%)       
- 30 persons in packaging, of which 16 women (53%)       
 


The joint Workforce  Development Authority (WDA) and Eco-Emploi “Upgrade Your Skills (UYS) initiative 
achieved results, through upgrading the existing skills of trainees, to deliver better quality in services in the 
Rwandan economy; increasing the employability of persons trained by the private sector; and by increasing 
productivity due to improved quality of work in private companies.    
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From 26 companies, Enterprises, Cooperatives, Associations/NGOs; Training providers, respondents who 
range from managing Directors to trainers confirmed that the most recurrent positive change is the job 
creation opportunity due to new skills their staff had acquired in addition to what they used to have. Some 
introduced new products, provided better services, and hence got more income. Others (mostly the training 
companies) increased the number of new trainees who joined and continue to join their centres,   due to 
the reputation of the graduates from previous trainings and the quality of services provided by the 
graduates.    
 
Please describe which situation or problem caused 
your organisation to develop the project. Which 
problem is the project intended to solve? 


 


 
The overall vision 2020 seeks to fundamentally transform Rwanda into a middle-income country and to 
become a sophisticated knowledge-based and service oriented economy.  
The low skill and productivity levels of the majority of the labour force represent an  important constraint on 
employment promotion that the Government of Rwanda addresses as a priority. 
 
Who are the intended beneficiairies of the project? 
How many beneficiaries did the project target? 


 


 
• The target group of the intervention were entrepreneurs, employees, self-employed and job-


seekers in selected sectors (outside agriculture). The scope of the project covered the whole country 
of Rwanda. 


• The project targeted a minimum of 3.000 persons, of which 25% are women, to attend further 
trainings organized by the private sector.   


Was the project completed within the intended 
timeframe? Did any delays occur? If so, please 
indicate the cause of these delays.   


 


yes 
 
Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, 
please specify which part of the budget was not 
claimed from the Embassy of the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands/<name of the centrally managed 
programme through which the project is 
financed>1. 


 


The total amount of the Co-financing was 5 Mio EUR. There was a total expenditure of EUR 4.493.594. The 
amount of EUR 506.406 was not spent and also not claimed for. Positions which partly have not been used 
are equipment, local subsidy contracts and other program related costs. 
The contract was established between the Netherlands Minister of Development Cooperation and the at 
that time GTZ- GmbH. 
 


 
 


                                                           
1 The latter is relevant for the food security projects financed by programmes managed by Dutch government 
agencies based in The Hague. 
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3. Relevance of the project to the improvement of food security 
 


Please provide the following information about the project:    
Did the project improve the income of households 
benefiting from the project? If so, please specify how.  


 


 
No relevance of the project to the improvement  regarding food security as it was not a focus of the project 
 
Did the project improve the food security situation of 
households benefiting from the project? If so, please 
specify how. 


 


 
N/A 
 
Did the project allow farmers to improve their 
production? If so, please specify how. 


 


 
N/A 
 
Did the project allow other food producers to improve 
their production? If so, please specify how. 


 


 
N/A 
Did the project create jobs during the implementation 
of the project? Please specify which jobs were 
created, how many jobs were created and for how 
long in duration. 


 


    
 
 
Benefits obtained after attending the training 


29%


36%


33%


2%


Employment Before Training


Individual


Company with
limited


Cooperative
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Did the project create jobs that lasted after the 
project was completed? Please specify which jobs 
were created and how many jobs were created. 


 


After the finalization of the program and the impact evaluation, there were no more tracer studies done, to 
follow-up on the results of the program. 
 
4. Relationships with stakeholders 


 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
local authorities. 


 


The Upgrade Your Skills programme was jointly developed with WDA. It enabled private and public 
providers of training and further training measures in the field of vocational education and 
entrepreneurship to deliver short courses. WDA and GIZ were forming a steering committee who approved 
budget and agreed on the scope of the project. WDA provided and signed certificates after completion of 
the training. WDA regularly conducted random visits to training sites in order to follow up on the progress of 
the trainings.  


Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
the beneficiaries (or their representatives). 


 


The strong implementers of the Upgrade Your Skills programme were the companies and training providers 
who had a good working relationship with the target group.  
 
Tools  like Upgrade your skills partner agreement ,check list for random visits, company follow up after 6 
months, Trainee’s evaluation for unemployed participants after 6 months were developed to assurer a good 
cooperation  and quality assurance 


 
 


5. Lessons learned 
 


increase of 
Income ; 
3,30%


Increase 
production 


; 38%


increase of 
skills ; 
40,80%


New job 
Creation; 
16,60%


Job 
promotion 


; 1,30%
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Please provide the following information: 
Which problems occurred during the implementation 
of the project? What caused these problems? 


 


As the program was advertised on the WDA webpage, there was a high demand of training providers, to 
access the resources. But not all service providers fulfilled the criteria established by the Work Force 
Development Authority, WDA, and GIZ. 
 
How did your organisation respond to these 
problems? 


 


 
WDA and GIZ implemented a strong evaluation system of the incoming demands and rejected training 
providers, which did not fulfil the criteria. This was a very time consuming work, even sometimes with visits 
in the regions. 
 
What would you do differently if your organisation 
were to implement a similar project in the future? 


 


One way would be, to select less training providers, which would be “certified” and could be, once 
“certified2, supported without long evaluation processes. The disadvantage would be, that for example new 
training providers, perhaps even in remote areas and thus the local population would have had more 
difficult access to the services and not so many trainings could have been done. 
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2. Project 19462 - PAREF II 
 


1. General information 
 
Please provide the following general information about the project and about yourself: 


Project Title: PAREF II Support Program to the Reforestation in 9 districts of the Northern 
and Western Provinces of Rwanda 


Name of your organisation: BTCCTB 
 
 


2. Information about the project 
 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Please describe the direct goal(s) of the project.  
Overall objective :  
The implementation of the National Forest Policy contributes to poverty reduction, economic growth and 
environmental protection 
 
Specific Objective :  
The qualitative and quantitative degradation of forest resources is controlled and the fuel wood needs of 
Rwanda are better assured 
 
In order to reach this objective : 
 
• Institutional capacities at the decentralized level regarding afforestation and management of forestry 


resources are reinforced 
• The forest resources in 9 districts (7 in western and 2 in northern province) are increased and diversified 


and their management improved 
• A better valorisation of forest products should be assured 
 
 
To what extent has this goal/have these goals been 
achieved? 


 


Result 1 


OVIs Progress as per 31st March 2013 


Achievement rate for 
reforestation objectives of 
the project is more than 
90% in the 9 districts at 
the end of the project. 


Achieved: Based on the original TFF method of plantation measurement (1 
hectare = 1600 plants) the project achieved 10,524 ha. In February 2012 the 
project launched an intensive mapping campaign, involving District DFOs, 
Operators and GIS specialists, in order to measure all 1,525 PAREF Nl sites. 1,424 
sites were GPS measured and corrected for slopes. 101 sites in Nyamasheke are 
not yet measured. The total GPS project area achieved is 9,422 ha or 94% (non-
measured 585 ha is included in this figure) 
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Number of staff trained in 
districts in implementing 
biomass energy 
plantations operations 
management and the 
application of relevant 
rules and regulation 
regarding decentralized 
forest management. 


Partly achieved: Several training/capacity building exercises on sustainable 
forest management where held for all project and district DFO staff. The topics 
where tree measurement, forest inventory and stand management, exploitation, 
and decentralized management. The training sessions where attended by project 
field staff, department DFOs from all 9 districts and representatives from DFNC 
HQ. Furthermore several financial planning/training programmes were 
implemented for District financial and FD staff. 
The project obtained the soft copies of the DFMPs for PAREF NL districts in May 
2012. A first assessment of their accuracy was not satisfactory. In order to use 
them, let alone develop management tools for them, they would first have to be 
refined and updated. This could only be done after a national forest cover 
mapping update, PAREF Nl area measurement and a National Inventory. As the 
mapping update was finalized by December 2012 and National Inventory not yet 
implemented, there was no time to update/refine plans. 
As the forest law and rules/regulations to base the development of management 
tools on were not yet approved and/or developed, training and making of 
training material (modules, guidelines) could not be implemented and training 
on the topic not implemented. 


Updated situation of 
forestry assets of the 9 
districts available. 


Mostly achieved: All district and sector maps regarding Forest cover are updated 
by using 2008-10 ortho photos.  The control mission was carried out and the final 
report of the C-GIS was approved in February 2013. The final report was 
produced and validated. Two sets of maps (902 maps) and 10 maps of Rwanda 
forest cover were printed (Rwanda, Provinces, Districts and Sectors) in March. All 
data was put on a DVD (Maps in PDF, Maps for Web mapping and GIS data). For 
Western province the forest cover (without lakes and including shrub land) is 
146,157 ha or 30.01 %. For the 2 Northern provinces Burera and Musanze the 
forest cover (without lakes and including shrub land) it is 23,169 ha or 21 %. The 
average for the whole project are is about 24.26%. These figures are without the 
established PAREF plantations. Adding would increase the average cover for the 
project area with 1.34 % to 25.6%. 


The management tools to 
manage the created 
biomass energy 
plantations are available  


Not achieved:  The project obtained the softcopies of the DFMPs for PAREF NL 
districts in May 2012. A first assessment of their accuracy was not satisfactory. In 
order to use them, let alone develop management tools for them, they first have 
to be refined and updated. It is important that the national mapping update and 
PAREF NL area measurement and control is finalized. As this was realized by end 
2012, there was time to develop tools. Furthermore the PAREF Be-2 inventory is 
needed and a cadaster regarding boundaries of different types of forest land (e.g. 
public, private, district etc) 


As the forest law and rules/regulations to base the development of management 
tools on were not yet approved and/or developed, training and making of 
training material (modules, guidelines) could not be implemented and training 
on the topic not implemented.. 


A framework of 
operational dialog 
regrouping in a regular 


Achieved: JAF meetings were held regularly in all project districts. The project 
actively supported the forest dialog in the districts, by supporting JAF meetings 
(funding through district accounts), attending JAF meetings by project staff and 
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Result 2 


 
 
Result 3 


way stakeholders in the 
forestry sector at the 
district level (JAF, joint 
forest action) 


supporting of community planting days (Umuganda). Though the framework of 
operational dialog is firmly established, it remains to be seen of meetings will 
continue in the same way as during project support. 


OVIs Progress as per 31st 2013 


10.000 hectare of 
reforestation for the 
production of wood energy. 
 


Achieved: Based on original method of plantation measurement (1 hectare 
= 1600 plants) the project achieved 10,524 ha. The project launched in 
2012 an intensive mapping campaign, involving District DFOs, Operators 
and GIS specialists, in order to measure all PAREF Nl sites. All sites were 
GPS measured and corrected for slopes. The total GPS project area 
achieved is 9,422 ha. The difference of about 1,100 ha is due to the fact 
that in some areas planting distances were less than 2.5*2.5 m, thus 
increasing the number of plants per ha GPS measured. 


Success rate of plantations at 
the end of project ≥ 80%  


Achieved: Based on control missions by the project management and GPS 
crews. The success rate of all plantation visited was well above 80 %. The 
technical part of the specific audit for Nyamasheke and Rusizi put the rate 
in these districts well above 90%. (RUMA 2012) 


Number of recorded 
operators, trained, contracted 
for implementation, 
maintenance and 
management of plantations 


Completed: A total of 4 operator contracts were signed and their staff was 
trained. For 3 of the operators the contracts were assessed positively (ACD, 
EMS and Turwayubukene) and the final 15 % paid in full. For the 4th 
contractor ASSEPAGEL, the project withheld 7 % of the final payment as 
prescribed planting distances were not followed in quiet a number of 
planting sites. 


OVIs Progress as per 31st 2013 


Number of organized and 
supported groups of 
charcoal makers 


Achieved: A census was held in all 9 project districts. A total of 3 
cooperatives, 8 associations and 129 teams with a total of 1,364 members 
and 1,476 individual charcoal makers were identified and a database 
established. 90 charcoal makers (including 3 women) were organized in 9 
groups, 1 per district. Each group received organizational (cooperative 
management) and material support. In order to sustain the organizations in 
the coming years, future support and follow up is needed. 


Number of trained charcoal 
makers in improved 
carbonization techniques 


Achieved: 90 charcoal makers (10 per district) trained in improved 
carbonization techniques and proper exploitation techniques 


Percentage of acceptance 
by charcoal makers of the 


Achieved: According to the impression of trainees, the use of a more modern 
carbonization technique has doubled the quantity of charcoal, much 
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Casamance kiln at the level 
of the 9 districts 


improved the quality of charcoal produced, the carbonization process time 
has been reduced by 2 and pollution drastically reduced. The trainees also 
observed the recovery of creosote water and tar, which has an added value 
and can be sold and used as treatment of timber. Acceptance to use the kiln 
was 100%. However further follow up in the years to come will tell how many 
of them will continue to use the kiln 


Please describe which situation or problem caused your 
organisation to develop the project. Which problem is 
the project intended to solve? 


The formulation of the program was based on the 
following strategic directions:  
 


 
1. Focusing the intervention on increasing fuel wood resources. 
For many years, the balance between supply and demand for fuel wood (firewood, charcoal) is widely at deficit, 
and this trend continues to worsen particularly because of continued population growth in the country (see Study 
BEST). The deficit in 2002 was estimated at more than 6.7 million cubic meters. Although this estimate should be 
considered with caution, (it does not include the contribution of agro-forestry, or the use of plant debris), 
obviously this fact and the overall trend require from all evidence significant efforts to reduce this deficit and 
curb its negative trend. 
 
This being the case, that program took the direction of focusing its intervention on increasing the productive 
forest areas available, on one hand, and on a better utilization of fuel wood production, on the other hand.  
  
2. Afforestation / conversion of forests on public lands  
Under the program, it was decided to plant trees on new lands or convert forests which have become 
unproductive belonging to the public domain rather than develop agro-forestry in the private family holdings. 
This option was preferred on the basis of the following criteria:  
 


• The program should provide support to districts as part of the implementation of their Forest 
Management Plan and the development of their productive forest heritage; 


• Developing public forests leaves the State / district freedom to determine production targets and accept 
a certain usability sacrifice for the supply of domestic energy to consumers (public service as the Water);  


• The establishment of afforestation on lands of larger size would allow for easier monitoring of their 
rational utilization and facilitates the structuring of the industry; 


• The scope of the program for afforestation/conversion of 10,000 ha would, in the context of an approach 
to development of agro-forestry on private land, require the mobilization of several thousand farmers 
and result in a geographical dispersion / breakup ,an intervention extremely complicated to manage; 


• The exploitation of forest resources developed in private holdings cannot be controlled. In these 
holdings, in most cases, farmers use the wood for construction, with accordingly an impact strongly 
limited on the supply of fuel wood, sought in this program. 


 
Who are the intended beneficiaries of the project? How 
many beneficiaries did the project target? 


 


For the "Institutional Support" component 
Direct beneficiaries  
The central and decentralized government services ( MINIRENA and DFNC (ex NAFA) and local authorities 
represented by the 9 districts in the project, will be reinforced by both detailed supports (including the 
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technical and methodological guides for carrying out reforestation activities, plantation management plans, 
procedures for contracting the plantation management and mapping), and by training on the effectiveness of 
the implementation of interventions (mayors, executive secretaries, managers and foresters). 
 
The State and districts, through the establishment of the forestry taxation system, will benefit from the 7th 
year, revenues of at least RWF 225 million /year for supporting various forest funds (at central and 
decentralized levels).  
 
Indirect beneficiaries A significant proportion of the population in 9 districts (that is about 2.8 million people) 
which will receive information relating to the economic role of forest resources will adopt new attitudes 
towards its environment in general and forest resources, in particular. Other indirect beneficiaries are:- 
MINIRENA executives as well as those of MININFRA (for energy aspects) and MINAGRI,- The technical and 
administrative executives of the 9 districts, Partners and cooperation agencies (FAO, UNEP, IFAD, EU, World 
Bank, ADB, DGIS, DGDC, BTC, DFID, GTZ, SIDA, etc.), National and international NGOs, Organizations of wood 
industry (timber producers, operators, charcoal producers, transporters, wholesale and retail traders), 
Research centers (ISAR IRST, C-GIS, etc.). All other person interested in seeking information on the forestry 
sector.  
 
For the "Forestation" component 
Direct beneficiaries 
The actors of fuel wood industry are privileged targets through (i) the remuneration of more than 3 million days 
of work over the whole duration of the project, through intensive work labor, (ii) creation of at least 4000 jobs 
for loggers and charcoal producers starting from the 7th year and (iii) the organization, recognition and 
structuring forest management groups for the execution of the plantations, management reforested sites, the 
harvesting, processing and marketing of fuel wood. Direct financial injections for the remuneration of the non-
specialized workforce through highly intensive labor work (HIMO) correspond to more than RWF 3.8 billion, 
almost 48% of the total budget of project! 
 
The most vulnerable persons, such as: "landless”, unemployed youth and women will particularly benefit from 
these jobs. The production of forestry and agro-forestry seedlings in addition to that contracted under the 
intervention will be facilitated2, will generate additional incomes and consolidate the sustainability of nurseries. 
 
The districts which will significantly improve their forestry heritage.  
Indirect beneficiaries  
Urban populations may be regarded as indirect beneficiaries because the project will contribute to securing 
their domestic fuel supply up to 8% of the domestic consumption in charcoal and 3% in terms of consumption 
of fire wood. 
 
 
For the component "Improving the valorization of fuel wood" 
 
Direct beneficiaries  
With the adoption of improved carbonization techniques, the charcoal producers will see their incomes rising 
by more than 50% following the improvement of the carbonization output which will increase from 12 to 20%. 
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The forest heritage of the State and District will take advantage of a comparable reduction of the exploitation 
pressure.  
 
Indirect beneficiaries  
Improved efficiency in wood processing techniques in charcoal will benefit all users since increased supply 
should help to limit the risk of shortages and hence higher prices to consumers 
 
Was the project completed within the intended 
timeframe? Did any delays occur? If so, please indicate 
the cause of these delays. 


 


The operational life of the project was originally set at 3 years, with the last commitments to be completed no 
later than 31/12/2011 and was foreseen to be closed no later than 30/06/2012. 


Based on the MTR recommendations to extend of the actual project phase till 31/12/2012 and the endorsement 
of these recommendations by the Steering Committee during its meeting of 29 September 2011, the PMU (after 
a request from the SC and EKN) developed an operational and financial planning (action plan 2012/13) for the 
period 1 January 2012 to 15 February 2013. 


This effectively extended the operational life of the project with 7.5 months, with field activities to be halted by 
30 September 2012. The closing date of the project would consequently be no later than 15 February 2013. The 
following addenda to the original agreement and MoU were made: 


The major challenge faced by the project was the relatively short period in which activities, especially 10,000 ha 
of afforestation had to be done. If nurseries cannot be established in time, a whole planting season of 1 year 
(project year) can be lost. As the project was carried out in co-management start-up procedures were taking 
longer than usual (long public tendering for almost all activities 3 - 6 months or more). This is in combination 
with the fact that afforestation is a seasonal process that has a limited window of opportunity during the year. 
This happened to PAREF Nl and first major plantations were done one year after start-up 
 
Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, please 
specify which part of the budget was not claimed from 
the Embassy of the Kingdom of the Netherlands/<name 
of the centrally managed programme through which the 
project is financed>3. 


 


The project budget was 10,000,000 euros, managed under RNE Rwanda. From this amount 100,000 euros was 
kept by the RNE to cater for a MTR (50,000 euro) and a final evaluation. The final evaluation did not take place 
and a phase 2 was designed. 
 
The project implementation budget was 9,900,000 euros. The budget used was 9,828,813 euros or 99.3 % 
 
 
 


 
 


3. Relevance of the project to the improvement of food security 


                                                           
3 The latter is relevant for the food security projects financed by programmes managed by Dutch government 
agencies based in The Hague. 







13 
 


 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Did the project improve the income of households 
benefiting from the project? If so, please specify how.  


 


The project used for the reforestation the so-called High Intensity Labour approach or HIMOThis approach 
contributed to good quality plantation (respect of norms) and contributed to poverty reduction in rural 
areas: 4.543 billion RWF or 5.678 million Euro was paid to rural people through bank accounts, thus 
improving the income of rural population in the 9 Project Districts 
 
The project has provided employment for many people, most of whom belong to the most “vulnerable” 
class, contributing to poverty alleviation. They have learned suitable techniques for planting trees and 
nurseries. They have become familiar with financial institutions such as SACCO (“Savings and Credits 
Cooperatives”) and popular bank. Monetary injections of the project in rural areas, in financial institutions 
and districts were significant and noticeable. In addition to upcoming revenues related to the harvesting of 
trees, the district will earn incomes from the different licenses (transport and operating licenses).  
 
The project has employed many local workers, including many women. It has helped people to meet and to 
get on well together. It has enhanced the exchanges/trade between neighbouring villages. Women were 
helped to acquire some social and financial independence. 
Did the project improve the food security situation of 
households benefiting from the project? If so, please 
specify how. 


 


The workforce selected came from the poorest of the rural population and half of them were women. This 
contributed significantly to the improvement of food security and education. 
 
Did the project allow farmers to improve their 
production? If so, please specify how. 


 


Not applicable. The project had no agroforestry component 
 
Did the project allow other food producers to improve 
their production? If so, please specify how. 


 


Not applicable. The project had no agroforestry component 
 
Did the project create jobs during the implementation 
of the project? Please specify which jobs were 
created, how many jobs were created and for how 
long in duration. 


 


Most of the jobs created were under the HIMO approach. The duration was linked to the reforestation 
activities, so lasted about 3 years. 
 
Did the project create jobs that lasted after the 
project was completed? Please specify which jobs 
were created and how many jobs were created. 


 


This was not evaluated, but some private nurseries where established by project trained people. 
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4. Relationships with stakeholders 
 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
local authorities. 


 


The quality of cooperation with local authorities was good. All in all it can be concluded that the project was 
very successful, thanks to active involvement of Districts, MINIRENA, EKN, RNRA/DFNC, operators, a 
dedicated project team and of course thousands of labourers without whom the biomass energy plantations 
would never be established. 
 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
the beneficiaries (or their representatives). 


 


See above 
 


 
 


5. Lessons learned 
 
Please provide the following information: 
Which problems occurred during the implementation 
of the project? What caused these problems? 


 


• The major challenge faced by the project was the relatively short period in which activities, 
especially 10,000 ha of afforestation had to be done. If nurseries cannot be established in time, a whole 
planting season of 1 year (project year) can be lost. As the project was carried out in co-management start-
up procedures were taking longer than usual (long public tendering for almost all activities 3 - 6 months or 
more). This is in combination with the fact that afforestation is a seasonal process that has a limited window 
of opportunity during the year. This happened to PAREF Nl and first major plantations were done one year 
after start-up; A budget neutral extension was acquired and a second phase of 3 years developed and 
approved. 
 
• Once all necessary elements for afforestation are in place (trained staff, district conventions, 
operator contracts etc.), establishment of biomass energy plantations gains pace. Unfortunately a project 
normally has to be closed at the moment were all elements are in place and functioning well, causing the 
system to halt and losing momentum; Out of project control 
 
• The project documents lacked a proper handing over strategy of the biomass energy plantations. 
Notwithstanding the fact that the project planned for financial support from districts, so that they would be 
able to take over protection and maintenance for at least a year after project closure, the project proposal 
was not taken into account during fiscal year planning; The project mapped all plantations and made 
handing over documents which were signed by all involved parties 
 
• Due to the fact that existing DFMPs were below expected quality, the forest law not yet approved 
and rules and regulations thus not developed, the projects’ objectives in terms of development of 
management systems for biomass energy plantations and participatory forest management training were 
not attainable; Activities like DFMP revision, development of rules and regulations reported to Phase 2. 
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• Shortage of public lands in some districts like Musanze and Burera has been a big challenge 
regarding realization of the planned biomass energy plantation area. On other hand, the project was 
confronted with a lot of very small sites and long transport distances to reach them. This consumed a lot of 
time and money during the site identification, preparation and tree planting activities; The project in these 
situations concentrated on Roadside plantations 
 
• Long procedures and district staff who are very busy with district obligations hampered timely 
payment of labor in some districts, causing problems for the project in hiring staff; No solution 
 
• The districts signed a convention with the Ministry of Natural Resources and BTC which obliged 
districts to provide technical and financial reports on regularly basis. During the implementation, the project 
had to invest considerable time to avoid delay in technical and financial reporting by district technicians 
which affected the proper monitoring of project operations. These efforts were nevertheless unavoidable as 
otherwise the project would have been hampered in its implementation. The project organised a survey and 
workshop to discuss this problem. A workshop report containing a wide range of recommendations was 
produced. Part of the recommendations were included in phase 2 (like extra financial resource managers 
at District level, which would be paid for 2 years and then taken over by Districts) 
 
• Destruction of young plantations by animals especially in Gishwati area and sites approaching the 
Volcanoes National Park in Musanze district obliged the project to put a lot of emphasis on protection. Also 
the trees planted along roadsides and lakesides have suffered from the activities of agriculture and livestock 
in the majority of the districts; A more participatory approach build in phase 2 
 
• The short execution period of the project has forced the project to abandon young plantations 
before arriving at a stage were protection and maintenance is no longer necessary. This concerned 
especially the trees planted in 2012; Protection included in Phase 2 
 
• The project also faced the issue of a lack of quality of seeds delivered by CGF, notwithstanding the 
fact that during PAREF Be-1 a lot of support was given to the center. Throughout the project 
implementation period, bad quality seed remained a problem and has caused a lot of extra work by nursery 
staff (bad germination rate) and plant growth (bad seedling form); Today this problem still exists and the 
Department is working on a solution 
 
• The project faced a big challenge regarding project audits. During its life span the project had 4 
external audits, 5 Districts audits and 1 audit from the auditor general (2 fiscal years at once). Beside the fact 
that audits are not cheap they cost the staff a lot of extra time and caused a lot of anxiety, negatively 
influencing project effectiveness. Out of project control 
• The institutional anchoring of the project was weak. This was mainly due to constant changes in the 
department institutional settings, a lack of a large number of properly trained staff for several positions, a 
Chief Budget Officer located at Ministerial level and not RNRA/DFNC level, and a separate project location. 
This has also negatively affected project results/outputs as the project was perceived as something outside 
the department, like an operator that cannot be fully trusted and thus not owned. Out of project control 
How did your organisation respond to these 
problems? 


 


See remarks in bold above 
 
What would you do differently if your organisation 
were to implement a similar project in the future? 
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Changing long term forest strategies 
Extending a project forestry life span up to 6 years or more (in line with first biomass energy plantation 
rotation) would considerably improve the output in terms of cost-effectiveness and durability. 
Based on the findings of the forest cover update, PAREF biomass energy establishment and assumption that 
at least 5.2 % of cover (patches smaller than 0.25 ha and individual trees) is not included in the updated 
cover of 28.81%, one can conclude that the visions 2020 target of 30 % has been met. This creates an 
opportunity to shift from the forest cover strategy towards a forest management and productivity 
improvement strategy for the Rwanda forest Sector. 
 
Going for Participatory Forest Management 
Neither forestry law nor other instructions which should serve as safeguards for proper forest management 
are respected, nor rigorously applied. Furthermore, the revised forest law is not yet approved by Parliament 
and no proper rules and regulation for forest management have been developed. Though District forest 
management plans were developed during 2008-2010, they are not used by the district, as no money for 
investment is allotted for forest management and not enough well trained staff is available to carry out the 
plans. 
 
Experimenting with participatory forest management through identified, organized and active cooperatives 
or associations could be an opportunity to come to sustainable forest management and protection of the 
public forest plantations, and ensure stable income (through benefit sharing between cooperatives, districts 
and RNRA/DFNC. For the participatory management by cooperatives and associations the government could 
give priority to those consisting of women and youth.  
 
Development of proper mechanism for the sharing of benefits coming from the participatory managed 
biomass energy plantations will help local population to earn money from forest activities and the whole 
sector will benefit from those forests well managed and that give high biomass energy production. Showing 
that forest management contributes considerably to the GDP, could convince Rwandan policy makers that 
investing in biomass energy is a profitable undertaking. 
 
Improve management of forests. The way forward. What to do with 9,422 ha 
Simulations of possible harvesting revenues after 4 and 7 year rotations. Under the CPS (Current 
Productivity Scenario) with mean annual increment of 9.6 m3/ha/year), brut revenue at the end of first 4 
year rotation would be € 4,653,798, based on 25 % production for charcoal and 75% for fire wood. For a 7 
year rotation this would be about € 8,144.147 almost reaching a break even on investment per hectare 
(project investment =9,422*954€ = € 8,988,588) Even with this very low productivity rate, break-even will 
be during the 2nd seven year rotation (without taking into account accumulated interest). 
 
When management of plantations is improved (MPS or Managed Productivity Scenario) and productivity is 
increased to 15 m3/ha/year, the figures increase with about 45% to €7,271,554 (4 year rotation) and € 
12,725,229 (7 year rotation). Based on 4 rotational periods of 7 years, a total brut revenue could be reached 
of € 50,901,196 after 28 years. A production up to 23 m3/ha/year is feasible on good soils and abundant 
rainfall and has already been achieved in Rwanda under field conditions. Brut revenue for a first 7 year 
rotation would be € 19,512,018 or 10,530,328 (minus PAREF initial investments), creating a brut profit of € 
160/ha. Under controlled conditions in Butare arboretum a production of 30 m3/ha/year has been 
achieved. With good management this is achievable in the field. 
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3. Project 19815 - PROSKID 
 


1. General information 
 
Please provide the following general information about the project and about yourself: 


Project Title: Promotion of Skills Development( PROSKID) 
Name of your organisation: Private Sector Federation( PSF) 


 
 


2. Information about the project 
 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Please describe the direct goal(s) of the project.  
The project aimed at promoting skills development and bridging the labour market skills gaps through a well 
coordinated internship program, Business Plan Competition (BPC) and advocacy on technical and vocational 
trainings taking into consideration industry needs and trends in a changing environment and its challenges. 
To what extent has this goal/have these goals been 
achieved? 


 


The project interventions across all its 3 components has left a positive impact: 
 


a) Through the Business Plan competition, four hundred fifty (450) businesses have been selected and 
benefited from the project, mainly with technical assistance. Fifty three (53) of them have been 
connected to the bank and got a loan of ten (10) millions Rwandan Francs Maximum, while eighty 
four (84) projects have been facilitated by TVET local consultants through coaching and other business 
advisory services to get loans from various financial institutions. This support has led to an increased 
employment of around 1,000 places4. 


b) Through the internship program, five hundred sixty one (561) TVET graduates have been placed; 500 
graduates placed in Rwandan private companies and 61 graduates placed in companies in the region 
(Uganda and Kenya). This has yield a good result whereby 48% of the interns have been able to get 
employment either as employee in hosting companies, self-employed or employed elsewhere 
attributed to the practical skills they got during their internship period. 
 


c)  On advocacy aspect to have TVET policy implemented taking into account a strong partnership with 
the private sector in order to contribute to the reform of TVET, several MOUs and agreements have 
been signed with other actors in TVET sector and now PSF is largely engaged in activities for policy 
influencing in TVET. Symposiums and meetings have been also organized to strengthen the Public 
Private Partnership in TVET to continue addressing the issues of employability skills development. 


 
Please describe which situation or problem caused 
your organisation to develop the project. Which 
problem is the project intended to solve? 


 


PSF has developed the project to address challenges in skills development in Rwanda (as it was reported in 
different forums and studies), such as: 


                                                           
4 Final Project evaluation Report , October 2013 p.5 
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- Information sharing and coordination : Information on TVET sector does not seem to be shared 
among concerned ministries 


- Qualification system: Qualifications can be obtained by passing examinations before graduating from 
TVET institutes/schools. However, it is often the case that the ministry of education confers that 
qualification. The criteria for qualification consequently tend to be theoretical and hands-on and 
employability skills seem to be neglected. The private sector is not usually involved in the qualification 
system. As a result, the value of the qualification is not always guaranteed. This may also lower the 
social status of TVET  


- Training opportunities: The activities of public training institutions/schools are generally not well 
known or recognized in the private sector and local communities. The campaign conducted by the 
public and private sector to bolster the image of TVET is necessary. 


- Limited cases in which training institutions/schools have conducted periodical training needs surveys 
of private companies. 


- Internships programs in private enterprises should be an important component of the training 
courses. The experience in Rwanda shows that in a great number of vocational and technical schools 
the theory dominates the practice and represents more than 70 %. 


- In-service training: not many public training institutes/school provide in-service training (training for 
current employees), although this type of training is able to strengthen the PPP and generate 
independent income. 


- Job placement activities: training institutions/schools do have limited activities of job placement. 
Institutions/schools have to step up this kind of activities, counselors have to be appointed to training 
institutes and assist trainees by providing job-placement guidance and information on employers. 


- Social status of TVET: a general tendency exists to prefer higher education in Rwanda and this leads 
to lower the status of TVET. Students accepted into vocational courses are low score achievers at 
lower and upper secondary schools. Private companies expect little from vocational schools because 
the education and skill level of graduates tend to be lower. 


 
The above were the main reasons to develop and implement the project. 
 
Who are the intended beneficiairies of the project? 
How many beneficiaries did the project target? 


 


 
Main Target group: 


- BPC winners( companies in TVET sector)  
- Interns ( TVET Graduates) 
-  TVET schools and companies, 
-  development partners and Government agencies 


 
The project targeted 200 projects to be funded 
Was the project completed within the intended 
timeframe? Did any delays occur? If so, please 
indicate the cause of these delays. 


 


The project has been extended for 6 months due to the technical assistance which was supposed to be 
provided to the BPC winners across the country. 
 
Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, 
please specify which part of the budget was not 
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claimed from the Embassy of the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands/<name of the centrally managed 
programme through which the project is 
financed>5. 
PROSKID project registered an overall absorption capacity of 95%.  The remaining 5% was part of trainings 
for interns and Technical assistance for BPC winners. The project was financed by the Netherlands Embassy 
in Rwanda 
 


 
 


3. Relevance of the project to the improvement of food security 
 


Please provide the following information about the project: 
Did the project improve the income of households 
benefiting from the project? If so, please specify how.  


 


Yes. There has been increase in the  income of beneficiaries. 53 projects were given loans through the 
guarantee fund, other 84 BPC winners have been able to secure loans from various institutions (banks and 
micro-finances, including through the Hangumurimo project of MINICOM) amounting Rwf 726,135,075 as 
result of BDS advisory in access to finance and the help in business plan preparation. 988 jobs have been 
created. 
Almost half (48%) of the interns who completed their internship have found employment (only few in the 
host company: 5% or self-employed: 1% and the vast majority of the successful interns found employment 
elsewhere: 42%). 
 
Did the project improve the food security situation of 
households benefiting from the project? If so, please 
specify how. 


Don’t know 


 
Don’t know 
 
Did the project allow farmers to improve their 
production? If so, please specify how. 


 


 
The project was not targeting the farmers 
 
Did the project allow other food producers to improve 
their production? If so, please specify how. 


 


 
The project was not targeting the farmers 
 
Did the project create jobs during the implementation 
of the project? Please specify which jobs were 
created, how many jobs were created and for how 
long in duration. 


 


                                                           
5The latter is relevant for the food security projects financed by programmes managed by Dutch government 
agencies based in The Hague. 
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As stated above, 988 jobs have been created through BPC component( carpentry, hospitality, electricity, etc) 
 
Did the project create jobs that lasted after the 
project was completed? Please specify which jobs 
were created and how many jobs were created. 


 


 
Yes. All jobs were permanent jobs 
 


 
 


4. Relationships with stakeholders 
 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
local authorities. 


 


The project has facilitate to increase the visibility and relevant of the organization to the local government. 
 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
the beneficiaries (or their representatives). 


 


 
The project has facilitate PPD( Public Private Dialogues) with central and local authorities. 
 


 
 


5. Lessons learned 
 
Please provide the following information: 
Which problems occurred during the implementation 
of the project? What caused these problems? 


 


 
Overall the project  has had impact to different beneficiaries in various ways However, some lessons have 
been learns due to the challenges which have been faced during the implementation of PROSKID. The 
Guarantee fund that has been put in place to facilitate start-up businesses of TVET graduates has appeared 
to be not practical as it was planned in the project proposal. There was a very low rate in the loan 
repayment and highest defaulting rate. Not more than 13 % of the beneficiaries of a loan after the first 
intake have succeeded in developing and maintaining their business.  
 
 
How did your organisation respond to these 
problems? 


 


 
The defaulters have been reported to the court so that they can pay back the money. 
 
What would you do differently if your organisation 
were to implement a similar project in the future? 
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Instead of guarantying someone at 100%  to get a loan , it would be good to have his/her small participation  
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4. Project 19940 - Electricity Access Roll-out Program (EARP) 
 


1. General information 
 
Please provide the following general information about the project and about yourself: 


Project Title: Electricity Access Roll-out Programme (EARP) 
Name of your organisation: Rwanda Energy Group 


 
2. Information about the project 


 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Please describe the direct goal(s) of the project.  
To improve access to reliable and cost effective electricity services for households and priority public 
institutions.A nationwide initiative to extend access to electricity. EARP is in the framework of EDPRS 1 and 2 
and aims at expanding access to electricity, improve quality and lower the cost of economic infrastructure. 
EARP is a strategy to realize the primary targets for the electricity access under the EDPRS 1 and 2. 
 
The Government of Rwanda submits this concept note to the Netherlands Government requesting for 
additional support (grant) of amount Euros €5Million (equivalent to US$ 6.8 million) that will finance one of 
its major programs in the energy sector.  The funds being requested will support a portion of   EARP phase II 
ongoing activities and this is aimed at raising the national access rate to at least 70 percent by 2018 (from 16 
percent in 2013) and currently the access rate is at 20 percent. 


It is expected that this Fund will support households to get connected to the electricity grid; through 
connecting SMEs and households to productively use of electricity. And aims at improving access to reliable 
and cost-effective electricity services for households and priority public institutions.  


To what extent has this goal/have these goals been 
achieved? 


 


 From 141,736 connections in 2009 to 513,092 connections in June 2015. 
 From 38.4% of Health Centres electrified in 2008 to 80.67% in June 2015. 
 From 21% of Schools electrified in 2008 to 43.01% in June 2015. 
 From 38.7% of Administration Offices electrified in 2008 to 87.98% in June 2015. 


 
NB: These goals are achieved with  World Bank, OFID, AFD, Dutch funds and Rwanda Government. 
 
In addition, This new investment(5 Million of EURO) had as objective to realize 6500 new connections. 
 


Please describe which situation or problem caused 
your organisation to develop the project. Which 
problem is the project intended to solve? 


 


 
The Government of Rwanda is leading a nationwide initiative to extend access to electricity.  This initiative 
involves a coordinated effort across all power sector participants to connect new customers, commission new 
generation facilities to supply new and existing customers, reduce the cost of generation by switching to more 
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efficient supply sources and to develop domestic industries to supply materials for electricity sector 
expansion. 
 
Rwanda’s Electricity Access Roll out Program (EARP) began with a five-year investment plan designed to 
achieve the Government’s stated targets set out in the Economic Development and Poverty Reduction 
Strategy (EDPRS). In the EDPRS II period, prioritization has been set to connect 48% of all households and 
100% of identified public institutions (schools, health centers and administrative offices) by 2018.It is expected 
that the current household connection would increase from 360,000 by 2013 to 1,200,000 by the year 
2017/18. 
 
For the targets mentioned above to be achieved, progressive extension of medium (MV) and low voltage (LV) 
networks, concentrating initially on increasing the number of connections within the areas already reached 
by the MV network, will be carried out. Given the high population density in Rwanda, the investment plan 
shows that most areas of the country can expect to be connected to the national grid. 
 
The funds being requested support a portion of   EARP phase II ongoing activities and this is aimed at raising 
the national access rate to at least 48 percent ON GRID by 2018 (from 16 percent in 2013) and currently the 
access rate is at 20 percent. 
 
Who are the intended beneficiairies of the project? 
How many beneficiaries did the project target? 


 


Connections: 
 Households 
 Public institutions (Administrative offices, Schools and  Health centers) 
 Productive use (water pumping for irrigation, commercial hubs such as rural market centers, 


clusters of commercial activities i.e; artisans centers «Udukiriro», agro processing for food security 
and post-harvest management, as well as productive/value additions such as coffee-washing 
stations, tea factories  


  
This project has targeted 12574 new connections instead 6500 connections mentioned in the financial 
agreement. 
 
Was the project completed within the intended 
timeframe? Did any delays occur? If so, please 
indicate the cause of these delays. 


 


The period of implementation of this project was only 8 months was naturally shorter. This project has a small 
delay due to suppliers who were unable to perform the contract on time. Another reason is that two suppliers 
do not accept additional work. EARP has notified the additional work in the same conditions as the existing 
contracts. These suppliers have refused asking price adjustments that EARP has not  accepted . The remaining 
funds were affected in similar activities. 
 
Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, 
please specify which part of the budget was not 
claimed from the Embassy of the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands/<name of the centrally managed 
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programme through which the project is 
financed>6. 
 
All funds were been used for Project purpose. 


 
 


3. Relevance of the project to the improvement of food security 
 


Please provide the following information about the project: 
Did the project improve the income of households 
benefiting from the project? If so, please specify how.  


 


 
With rural electrification, naturally the project improves the income of households because of creation of 
small generating income activities, of increase of working hours, of creation of small transformation unit like 
agro processing units, grinding machines, Plumbing machines, welding machine, mill Machine, carpentry, etc.  
Furthermore for this project, it will be complicated to confirm that statement because the project is full 
completed  and estimating immediately the outcome linked to the income is not easy. But after one or two 
years the outcome related to the income can be visible. 
 
Did the project improve the food security situation of 
households benefiting from the project? If so, please 
specify how. 


 


The project has improve the foods security in order  to : 
• Electrification  of Agro processing units 
• Electrification  of pumping water for irrigation(Wetlands of Kagitumba(Completed), of Ngoma 


22(ongoing) and of Nasho 2(ongoing),etc 
 
Did the project allow farmers to improve their 
production? If so, please specify how. 


 


 
With the conquest of the land, arable land  expands  and the production increases.  
 
Did the project allow other food producers to improve 
their production? If so, please specify how. 


 


 
Yes, with electrification other food producers improve their  production in order to: 


• supply them raw materials for transformation 
• Conserve the food for perishable items (milk, meat, vegetables,...) 


 
Did the project create jobs during the implementation 
of the project? Please specify which jobs were 
created, how many jobs were created and for how 
long in duration. 


 


                                                           
6The latter is relevant for the food security projects financed by programmes managed by Dutch government 
agencies based in The Hague. 
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• Absolutely the project creates jobs through the new IGA (Income generating activities) which are 


created with electrification. 
• The extension of existent IGA 
• The construction teams and support staff in that assignment( Man power)  


 
Did the project create jobs that lasted after the 
project was completed? Please specify which jobs 
were created and how many jobs were created. 


 


 
• Absolutely the project will be creates jobs through the new IGA (Income generating activities) which 


are formed with electrification. 
• The extension of existent IGA 


 
4. Relationships with stakeholders 


 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
local authorities. 


 


 
EARP works with local authorities: 


• In Planning(identification of the areas which will be electrified) 
• In execution(Compensation, service connections, ...) 
• Mobilization  


Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
the beneficiaries (or their representatives). 


 


The quality of the cooperation with the beneficiaries (or their representatives) is good but  EARP meets 
some challenges: 


• Scattered settlement 
• Electricity Access for the low income households (Connection rates from beneficiaries, Connection 


fees, Limited consumption, etc) 
• Illegal  connections 


 
With the decentralization of EUCL, EARP thinks that those challenges will be handled. 
 


 
5. Lessons learned 


 
Please provide the following information: 
Which problems occurred during the implementation 
of the project? What caused these problems? 


 


 
• Implementing the Rural electrification project for short period like 8 months is so more difficult 


 Cause: Requirement of Partner 
• Executing the Rural electrification project without operating costs and with getting the outputs in 


short period like 8 months 
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 Cause: Requirement of Partner 
 


How did your organisation respond to these 
problems? 


 


 
• Use simplified procurement methods 
• Use the existing framework contracts 
• Use the investment in material supply 


 
What would you do differently if your organisation 
were to implement a similar project in the future? 


 


 
• Get more time for project implementation 
• Get operating costs 
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5. Project 23168/23214 - Support for land tenure regularisation 
 


1. General information 
 
Please provide the following general information about the project and about yourself: 


Project Title: Land Tenure Regularisation 
Name of your organisation: DFID 


 
 


2. Information about the project 
 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Has your project already been finalized?  
If not, what is the expected date of completion? 


 


 
Yes 
 
Please describe the direct goal(s) of the project.  
 
Land security. 
Women’s access to property rights. 
Sustainable land administration system. 
 
To what extent has this goal/have these goals been 
achieved? 


 


 
Land security, yes. 
Women’s access, yes. 
Sustainability, less so. 
 
Please describe which situation or problem caused 
your organisation to develop the project. Which 
problem is the project intended to solve? 


 


 
Lack of land rights, poor access to land rights for women, low functioning low administration system. 
 
Who are the intended beneficiairies of the project? 
How many beneficiaries did the project target? 


 


RNRA. 
People of Rwanda. 
 
Was the project completed within the intended 
timeframe? Did any delays occur? If so, please 
indicate the cause of these delays. 


 


Cost extension from June 2015 – June 2016 + considering extending to June 2018. 
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Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, 
please specify which part of the budget was not 
claimed from the Embassy of the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands/<name of the centrally managed 
programme through which the project is 
financed>7. 


 


 
Project still ongoing. 
 


 
 


3. Relevance of the project to the improvement of food security 
 


Please provide the following information about the project: 
Did the project improve the income of households 
benefiting from the project? If so, please specify how.  


 


Access to finance. 
More productive use of time for land owners. 
Increased labour market activity. 
Increased land market activity. 
 
Did the project improve the food security situation of 
households benefiting from the project? If so, please 
specify how. 


 


I would expect so, but no specific evidence to support this. 
 
Did the project allow farmers to improve their 
production? If so, please specify how. 


 


World bank reports indicate land owners spend less time on activities  which continually establish 
ownership to reduce appropriation risks, now able to focus on more productive activities. 
 
Did the project allow other food producers to improve 
their production? If so, please specify how. 


 


Not known. 
 
Did the project create jobs during the implementation 
of the project? Please specify which jobs were 
created, how many jobs were created and for how 
long in duration. 


 


There have been positive effects on the labour market. Land owners substituting away from household 
labour to others. 
 


                                                           
7 The latter is relevant for the food security projects financed by programmes managed by Dutch government 
agencies based in The Hague. 
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Did the project create jobs that lasted after the 
project was completed? Please specify which jobs 
were created and how many jobs were created. 


 


Project ongoing. 
 


 
 


4. Relationships with stakeholders 
 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
local authorities. 


 


Working with RNRA at central level and they are engaged at zonal, sector and district level. 
 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
the beneficiaries (or their representatives). 


 


 
 


 
 


5. Lessons learned 
 
Please provide the following information: 
Which problems occurred during the implementation 
of the project? What caused these problems? 


 


Potential of return to informal transactions. 
Capacity of RNRA to implement. 
 
How did your organisation respond to these 
problems? 


 


Shifted focus and cost extension. 
 
What would you do differently if your organisation 
were to implement a similar project in the future? 


 


Focus on sustainability as well as land regularisation. 
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6. Project 23743 - HIMO PDED II consolidation 
 


1. Données générales 
 


Titre du projet: Programme de Développement Economique Durable II (PDED II) 
Nom de votre organisation: HELPAGE RWANDA 


 
 


2. Information concernant le projet 
 
Décrivez SVP l’objectif(s) direct(s) du projet.  
 
Le programme PDED II avait pour objectif de consolider durablement les acquis du programme de 
Développement Economique Durable (PDED) précédent, promouvoir les opportunités nouvelles visant 
l’augmentation de la productivité agricole, l’accès aux marchés, la diversification d’emplois et des revenus, dans 
une perspective d’appui au secteur agricole et à la sécurité alimentaire dans les zones d’intervention. 
 
D’une manière spécifique, le programme PDED II visait : 
• la mise en place des mécanismes et systèmes opérationnels d’entretien et de maintenance des 521.5 Km de 


routes réhabilitées au cours de la mise en œuvre des programmes antérieurs ; 
• la réhabilitation de 75.8 Km de nouveaux axes de desserte agricole à l’intérieur des districts partenaires pour 


la facilitation d’accès aux zones de production, l’évacuation des produits agricoles et non agricoles, et des 
flux commerciaux ; 


• le renforcement des actions de conservation et de gestion des sols par le biais d’aménagement de 2 648 Ha 
de bassins versants afin d’accroitre davantage la fertilité des terres, augmenter la production et le revenu 
agricole par ménage ;  


• le renforcement des capacités des partenaires et la promotion de  l’entreprenariat féminin 
 
Dans quelle mesure cet objectif / ces objectifs ont été atteints?  
L’utilisation de l’approche HIMO (avec un accent particulier sur le respect du genre), l’implication active des 
coopératives et des PME locales préalablement formées sur les activités à mener,  la bonne collaboration avec 
les services techniques et administratifs à tous les niveaux et l’application des recommandations des différentes 
missions de suivi et évaluation  externes commandités par le bailleur de fonds,  ont été privilégiées dans la mise 
en œuvre et ont été à la base de la réussite du programme : 
Au terme de la durée d’exécution du programme, les objectifs et les résultats attendus ont été atteints de façon 
satisfaisante (à plus de 99%), vu les réalisations physiques sur terrain et les impacts produits. 
 
• 521.5 Km de routes réhabilités ont été convenablement entretenues (100%)  par le système de cantonnage et 


72.5 Km de nouvelles routes de dessertes agricoles ont été réhabilitées (95.6%). La remise en bon état de ces 
routes a permis la transformation du milieu par la facilité de circulation des personnes et des biens, l’accès 
facile aux marchés des produits locaux et l’augmentation des revenus des producteurs, l’approvisionnement 
en produits de première nécessité, la création des activités génératrices de revenus, etc. 
 


• 2 653.8 Ha d’exploitation agricole ont été aménagés (100.2%) par les actions d’agroforesterie et de lutte 
antiérosive, ce qui a produit des effets positifs sur la diminution de l’érosion, l’augmentation du fourrage, du 
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bois de chauffe et de tuteurage, la restauration de la couverture végétale et l’augmentation des rendements 
agricoles. 
 


• Les institutions publiques et privées ont été techniquement renforcés à travers les formations  sur différents 
thèmes spécifiques en rapport avec l’exécution et le suivi des activités du programmes et la gestion rationnelle 
des revenus HIMO (72 coopératives d’entretien des routes,  4 PME, 17 comités de gestions des sites aménagés, 
76 techniciens de districts et 100 femmes entrepreneures organisées dans 5 réseaux). Ces formations ont 
permis aux différentes parties prenantes d’exécution du Programme d’acquérir des connaissances techniques 
et organisationnelles qui ont permis de réaliser des travaux de qualité et de rendre disponibles dans la zone 
d’intervention des moyens humains capables et disposés à servir les districts dans la continuité des actions de 
gestion et de pérennisation des acquis.  


 
Situation ou le problème qui a nécessité le développement de ce projet pour Helpage Rwanda. 
Quel problème est-ce-que le projet visait à résoudre? 


 


 
Le programme PDED II s'inscrivait dans le cadre de la continuité des appuis de la coopération néerlandaise au 
Rwanda pour soutenir le secteur agricole pour la sécurité alimentaire pendant les années 2012-2015. Il visait à 
renforcer les initiatives antérieures de développement des districts partenaires notamment à travers la création 
d’emplois aux populations, la monétisation du milieu rural, l'augmentation de la production agricole, 
l'accessibilité aux marchés suite à l’amélioration des voies de transport,… dans une perspective de réduction de 
la pauvreté en milieu rural.  
Qui sont les bénéficiaires visés par le projet? Combien de bénéficiaires est-ce-que le projet 
a comme cible? 


 


 
- Les populations des 5 districts partenaires de la Province du Nord (Musanze, Burera et Gicumbi) et de 


l’Ouest (Rusizi et Nyamasheke) : environ 1 780 570 habitants répartis en 356 114 ménages 
- La société civile : les coopératives d’entretien des routes (au moins 1 coopérative/route), les comités des 


bassins versants aménagés (1 comité de 4-5 personnes par BV), les PME. 
- Les structures d’encadrement techniques des 5  Districts partenaires dans les domaines des infrastructures, 


de l’agriculture, de l’élevage, de l’environnement et de gender. 
Est-ce que le projet a été achevé dans le délai prévu? Y-a-t-il eu des retards ? Si oui, 
pourriez-vous expliquer s’il vous plaît la cause de ces retards. 


 


 
Non, le délai contractuel du programme (01/01/2012-01/12/2013) a été prolongé de 3 mois pour l’achèvement 
et la clôture du programme incluant la remise des réalisations aux Districts partenaires.  En effet, le retard de 
transfert des fonds par l’Ambassade des Pays Bas enregistré au cours de la période de Septembre à Novembre 
2013 dans l’attente des résultats de l’audit financier du programme (fait par PWC), a entrainé la suspension de 
certaines activités pendant une période de 3 mois, qui ont repris normalement vers le mois de décembre 2013 
pour s’achever fin mars 2014. 
Est-ce que l'ensemble du budget du projet a été utilisé? Si non, précisez s’il vous plaît quelle 
partie du budget n'a pas été revendiqué auprès de l'Ambassade du Royaume des Pays-Bas? 


 


L’ensemble du budget du programme a été presque utilisé. En effet, à la clôture du programme, le taux 
d’utilisation du budget était de 99.2% par rapport aux prévisions budgétaires globales, taux très satisfaisant  
proportionnel au niveau de réalisation des activités du programme estimé globalement à plus de 98.5%.   
 
 


3. Pertinence du projet dans l’amélioration pour la sécurité alimentaire 
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Le projet a-t-il amélioré le revenu des ménages bénéficiant du projet? Si oui, précisez comment.   
Oui, le programme a amélioré les niveaux de revenus des ménages.  A travers l’approche HIMO, le programme 
a injecté et directement payé dans le milieu d’intervention  une masse monétaire équivalente à      3 771 929 
750 Frw au profit des populations locales  bénéficiaires d’emplois HIMO ou fournisseurs de matériaux locaux 
de constructions diverses.  Le salaire de la main d’œuvre employée  par le programme      (26 278 personnes 
pendant 2 ans)  équivaut à  1 940 227 795 frw  soit un revenu moyen de  74 000 Frw / personne ou ménage.  
A ces revenus directs s’ajoutent d’autres revenus indirects liés : 
- au réinvestissement des revenus tirés des travaux HIMO dans d’autres activités économiques (commerce, 
petit bétail et autres activités génératrices de revenus 
- à l’augmentation des rendements agricoles et disponibilité des produits de l’agroforesterie (fruits, fourrage, 
bois de chauffe et de tuteurage..). 
- à la redynamisation des activités  commerciales suite à la remise en bon état des routes, (vente et 
écoulement des produits agricoles, échanges intercommunautaires, approvisionnements des produits 
commerciaux et autres vers les milieux cibles etc. 
Le projet a-t-il amélioré la situation de la sécurité alimentaire des ménages bénéficiant du projet? 
Si oui, précisez comment. 


 


Oui. Afin de contribuer de manière durable à l’amélioration des conditions de vie de leurs ménages, les 
bénéficiaires du programme ont été sensibilisés sur l’utilisation rationnelle des revenus tirés des travaux 
HIMO  et initiés au système d’épargne et crédit auprès des institutions de micro finances locales (SACCO). 
Outre la satisfaction des besoins primaires des ménages comme l’habillement, la scolarisation des enfants, le 
paiement des mutuelles de santé, .. les ménages bénéficiaires du programme ont investi dans l’amélioration 
de leur régime alimentaire. Une grande partie de leurs revenus a été investie dans les activités économiques 
comme  l’élevage du petit et gros bétail, les activités génératrices de revenus et l’épargne auprès  des SACCO 
Umurenge, ce qui  permet à ces ménages de satisfaire en permanence et de façon durable leurs besoins 
alimentaires   
Le projet a-t-il permis aux agriculteurs d'améliorer leur production? Si oui, pourriez-vous 
expliquer de quelle façon. 


 


Oui. Sur base des observations et des témoignages recueillis auprès des bénéficiaires  sur terrain, les activités 
de conservation des sols par l’agroforesterie et la lutte contre l’érosion (terrasses radicales et progressives) 
ont contribué de manière significative à l’amélioration de la fertilité du sol et à l’augmentation de la quantité 
et la qualité de la production agricole sur 2 653.8 ha de sites aménagés, sans oublier d’autres produits de 
l’agroforesterie comme le fourrage, le bois de chauffe et de tuteurage,… . 
Le projet a-t-il permis à d'autres producteurs alimentaires d’améliorer leur production? Si oui, 
pourriez-vous expliquer de quelle façon. 


 


Oui. Les actions de conservation des sols, l’accessibilité aux marchés, la facilité d’accès aux intrants agricoles 
(engrais, semences.. ) suite à l’amélioration des voies de transport,… ont  encouragé d’autres producteurs 
alimentaires ( coopératives agricoles, opérateurs privés,…) à améliorer leur production agricole. 
L’augmentation du fourrage par des actions d’agroforesterie a permis aux populations d’investir davantage 
dans l’achat du bétail, ce qui a contribué à l’augmentation et à l’amélioration de la qualité des produits 
d’élevage dans la zone du projet. 
Le projet a-t-il créé des emplois au cours de la mise en œuvre du projet? Si oui, pourriez-vous 
préciser quel genre d’emploi a été créé, combien de fonctions ont été créés et pour combien de 
temps?  


 


Oui. Le programme a créé des emplois à diverses catégories de bénéficiaires: 
- 72 coopératives locales et 5 PMEs ont eu des contrats d’exécution des travaux dans le domaine de 


réhabilitation et d’entretien des routes 
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- 17 Organisations paysannes ont bénéficié des contrats d’aménagement des bassins versants inclus 
l’aménagement des pépinières agro forestières 


- 86 femmes « entrepreneures » ont initié leurs projets générateurs de revenus  sous l’accompagnement 
technique et financière du projet. 


- 26 278 personnes dont 13 785 femmes (52.4%) pauvres ont bénéficié des emplois HIMO équivalents à    
1 255 269 Hommes jours à titre de main d’œuvre pour l’exécution des travaux sur les chantiers de 
réhabilitation des routes et d’aménagement des bassins versants 


Le projet a-t-il créé des emplois durables qui ont duré après l'achèvement du projet? Si oui, 
pourriez-vous précisez quel genre d’emploi a été créé et combien d’emploi a été créé. 


 


Oui.  Parmi les emplois durables créés qui ont duré après l’achèvement  par le programme, on citerait :  
- 86 projets de femmes initiés et appuyés par le programme.  Les femmes bénéficiaires ont bénéficié des 


formations  sur l’élaboration des projets et  la gestion des crédits et ont été  connectées avec les banques 
locales (banque populaire),pour le financement de leurs micro projets. 


- Les travaux d’entretien courant des routes réhabilitées remises aux Districts  dont la responsabilité 
d’exécution est réservée  aux 72 coopératives locales (sous le compte des Districts),  activité qui offrent 
des emplois à 3 009 personnes membres des ces coopératives dont 1 596 femmes. 


 
4. Relations avec les parties prenantes  


 
Décrivez SVP la qualité de la coopération avec les autorités locales.  
 
Du début à la clôture du programme, une bonne coopération a caractérisé le partenariat et la collaboration 
entre Helpage Rwanda et les Districts partenaires dans la planification et la mise en œuvre des activités: 
conception du programme suivant les besoins / plans de développement des Districts, plans d’actions annuels 
s’insérant  dans les contrats de performance des Districts/IMIHIGO,  planifications et suivis des activités faits 
conjointement avec les techniciens des Districts,  participation aux réunions de concertation de  JAFD,… 
Les Districts partenaires ont exprimé leur grande satisfaction et l’exemplarité de  collaboration quant à 
l’approche utilisée et aux résultats accomplis par le programme, notamment par : 
-Les demandes officielles des districts à Helpage Rwanda sollicitant de renouvellement des accords de 
partenariat pour la consolidation et l’extension des activités similaires sur les zones non encore couvertes 
-La remise à Helpage des certificats de mérite et des symboles de reconnaissance. 
Décrivez SVP la qualité de la coopération avec les bénéficiaires (ou leurs représentants).  
Les populations bénéficiaires ont été les partenaires privilégiés du programme. Elles ont été impliquées 
activement dans l’exécution directe des travaux comme main d’œuvre HIMO. Par ailleurs, à travers leurs 
comités représentatifs, elles ont contribué dans les séances de planification participative, le suivi ainsi  que 
dans le développement des mécanismes d’appropriation et de pérennisation des acquis. 
 
Les PME, coopératives et organisations paysannes locales  spécialisées, après les formations dans les 
domaines spécifiques, ont été utilisées pour l’exécution de divers travaux de chantiers suivant les contrats de 
prestations convenus avec Helpage Rwanda en collaboration avec les Districts concernés. 
 
Suite à cette participation et collaboration, le programme a pu atteindre ses résultats et les bénéficiaires 
conscients des bénéfices tirés des activités du programme manifestent leur satisfaction et leur engagement 
pour la pérennisation des réalisations du programme.  


 
5. A retenir  
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Quels sont les problèmes survenus lors de la mise en œuvre du projet? Qu’est-ce qui a 
causé ces problèmes? 


 


Des principaux problèmes  enregistrés : 
- L’endommagement des routes réhabilitées à certains endroits par les fortes pluies enregistrées dans la 


zone d’intervention, ayant occasionné des coûts supplémentaires imprévus. 
- Le retard de transfert des fonds par l’Ambassade enregistré au cours de la période de Septembre à 


Novembre 2013 dans l’attente des résultats de l’audit financier du programme, a entrainé le 
ralentissement temporaire de certaines activités et le retard de clôture du programme par rapport au délai 
contractuel. 


Comment est-ce que votre organisation a réagi à ces problèmes?  
 
Face au problème des aléas climatiques, Helpage Rwanda a évalué les dégâts causés par les pluies sur les 
routes réhabilitées. Un plan de réparation et de protection des zones critiques a été établi et a été réalisé 
après son approbation de l’Ambassade des Pays Bas.    
 
Pour l’achèvement des activités suspendues suite au retard de transfert des fonds, Helpage a négocié et 
acquis de l’Ambassade des Pas Bas, la prolongation du délai contractuel du programme pour une période de 
3 mois ( ce délai qui devait être clôturé le 31/12/2013  a été prolongé jusqu’au 31/03/2014). 


 
Que feriez-vous différemment si votre organisation devrait mettre en œuvre un projet similaire 
dans l'avenir? 


 


La stratégie d’utilisation des prestataires locaux s’est avérée bénéfique dans l’approche HIMO (en matière de 
qualité des prestations de services, d'appropriation des réalisations, de monétisation du milieu, de confiance 
de la population bénéficiaires,..).  Le programme similaire dans l’avenir  renforcerait les capacités des 
coopératives locales en vue de les faire évoluer vers les profils de PMEs  locales afin aussi qu'elles parviennent 
à contractualiser les activités qui demandent plus de technicité (construction des ouvrages,….).  
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7. Project 24371/25542 - Infrastructure investments (in-depth evaluation) 
 


1. General information 
 
Please provide the following general information about the project and about yourself: 


Project Title: Construction of Pineaple collection centre in Ngoma District 
Name of your organisation: Ngoma District 


 
2. Information about the project 


 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Has your project already been finalized?  
If not, what is the expected date of completion? 


 


It has been completed. 
 
 
Please describe the direct goal(s) of the project.  
 
It is a Pineapple Collection centre for Pineapples from sake and Mugesera and Jarama sectors.  
 
Facilitate the collection of pineapples in a safe and clean place to be sold to companies and individual in 
commercial sector  
 
Facilitate the sold on the same price  
 
 
To what extent has this goal/have these goals been 
achieved? 


 


 
The Goals has been achieved to 75% 
 
Please describe which situation or problem caused 
your organisation to develop the project. Which 
problem is the project intended to solve? 


      
 


The problem was a lack of a collection centre of pineapple which is appropriate. There was a loss of 
production due to lack of link between producers and market. 
 
Who are the intended beneficiaries of the project? 
How many beneficiaries did the project target? 


 


Beneficiaries are from surrounding sectors which are sake, Jarama Mugesera. These sectors have big 
numbers of beneficiaries like almost 2000 farmers 
 
Was the project completed within the intended 
timeframe? Did any delays occur? If so, please 
indicate the cause of these delays. 
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Yes it was completed in the timeframe 
 
Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, 
please specify which part of the budget was not 
claimed from the Embassy of the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands/<name of the centrally managed 
programme through which the project is 
financed>8. 


 


Yes  
 


 
 


3. Relevance of the project to the improvement of food security 
 


Please provide the following information about the project: 
Did the project improve the income of households 
benefiting from the project? If so, please specify how.  


 


 
It has improved the income by increasing cultivated area. The productivity and production have been 
increased and number of farmers increased. Therefore, the income to farmers of pineapple has been 
increased. 
  
Did the project improve the food security situation of 
households benefiting from the project? If so, please 
specify how. 


 


 
Yes because their income has increased so the population has got money to buy agro seedlings to use in the 
plantation, and they have got financial capacity to find out other foodstuff and various needs. 
 
 
Did the project allow farmers to improve their 
production? If so, please specify how. 


 


 
Yes, as the production was linked to the customers, the number of pineapple farmers was increased. The 
plantation area has been increased also as the pineapple is now profitable. 
 
Did the project allow other food producers to improve 
their production? If so, please specify how. 


 


 
Yes, the pineapple collection centre allowed pineapple processing plant to obtain raw materials. Therefore, 
there is increase in pineapple juice production. 
 
Did the project create jobs during the implementation 
of the project? Please specify which jobs were 


 


                                                           
8The latter is relevant for the food security projects financed by programmes managed by Dutch government 
agencies based in The Hague. 
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created, how many jobs were created and for how 
long in duration. 
 
During construction, 300 qualified and unqualified workers were employed. There are also permanent 
works after construction in terms of farming and transportation of pineapple. 
 
Did the project create jobs that lasted after the 
project was completed? Please specify which jobs 
were created and how many jobs were created. 


 


Yes. There are permanent staff at the collection centre, there are also staff involved in transportation. The 
number farm workers were also increased. 
 


 
4. Relationships with stakeholders 


 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
local authorities. 


 


Local authorities are working closely with farmers and they ensure the maintenance of collection centre.  
 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
the beneficiaries (or their representatives). 


 


 
They are very cooperative in order to increase the production and its sold out. They intervene in price 
fixation and avoid any misunderstanding which may be between farmers and the market. 
 
 


 
5. Lessons learned 


 
Please provide the following information: 
Which problems occurred during the implementation 
of the project? What caused these problems? 


 


 
No problem  
 
How did your organisation respond to these problems?  
 
 
 
What would you do differently if your organisation 
were to implement a similar project in the future? 


 


 
Prepare earlier the technical specifications , the feasibility study and tender process  
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8. Project 24730 - Linking Farmers to Markets 
The survey and several reminders have been sent, however this project did not complete the 
questionnaire. 
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9. Project 24871 - Capacity Building for Food Security in Rwanda 
 
The survey and several reminders have been sent, however this project did not complete the 
questionnaire. 
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10. Project 25059 - Consolidation Marshlands (in-depth evaluation) 
 


1. General information 
 
Please provide the following general information about the project and about yourself: 


Project Title: Consolidation of Marshland Development in Huye, Ruhango & Muhanga 
District, South Province, Rwanda 


Name of your organisation: Welthungerhilfe 
 
 


2. Information about the project 
 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Please describe the direct goal(s) of the project.  
This project was a continuation of the ESIRU project (Establishing a System of Integrated Resource 
Utilization). The ESIRU Project started in 2004 and consisted in developing idle swamps into irrigated 
marshland schemes for mainly rice farming.  
The overall goals for this whole program was “poverty reduction, reduced malnutrition and self-reliant 
continuation of development initiatives”.  
To what extent has this goal/have these goals been 
achieved? 


 


The ESIRU program has developed a gross area of about 1000 ha of marshlands (700ha net area), 600ha of 
bench terraces in the surrounding hillsides, about 1200km of erosion control ditches and some 120Km of 
rural feeder roads to connect the newly developed schemes to the markets for inputs purchase and 
production selling.  
 
The last two years project phase was particularly designed to consolidate the ESIRU achievements with as 
main aim to capacitate the users’ groups so that they take over and sustainably make use of the established 
farming schemes.  
  
Welthungerhilfe regards the above project goal as achieved and this has also been confirmed by the last 
external evaluation that took place in October 2014. 
 
The project baseline study had revealed that most of project beneficiaries had an annual income of less than 
10euro in 2004. The ESIRU program has contributed to improving this situation by providing project 
beneficiaries with the possibility to generate income from rice cultivation as well as from farming on bench 
terraces (erosion protected hillside). 


Please describe which situation or problem caused 
your organisation to develop the project. Which 
problem is the project intended to solve? 


 


The ESIRU program was generally designed to contribute to solving the problems of poverty and food 
security in the Southern Province of Rwanda. As mentioned above, the annual income of most of the ESIRU 
beneficiaries was extremely low. The same was for the food security conditions in the area. 
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The consolidation phase has been designed after observing that the ESIRU achievements needed to be 
further consolidated and that users needed to be further prepared to take over. There was in particular the 
problem of poorly organized cooperatives and the newly formed Water Users’ organizations needed to be 
systematically capacitated so that they can take over the important tasks of infrastructure maintenance.  
 
Who are the intended beneficiaries of the project? 
How many beneficiaries did the project target? 


 


The intended and targeted project beneficiaries were all cooperative members ( 10 cooperatives=about 
7000 members/households = about 35,000 direct beneficiaries), and all users of the erosion protected 
hillside and bench terraces ( about 2000households= about 10,000 direct beneficiaries) 
Local government authorities were also part of the project beneficiaries ( about 500 persons involved) 
 
Was the project completed within the intended 
timeframe? Did any delays occur? If so, please 
indicate the cause of these delays. 


 


The project was completed within the intended timeframe.  
 
Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, 
please specify which part of the budget was not 
claimed from the Embassy of the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands/<name of the centrally managed 
programme through which the project is 
financed>9. 


 


 
 


 
 


3. Relevance of the project to the improvement of food security 
 


Please provide the following information about the project: 
Did the project improve the income of households 
benefiting from the project? If so, please specify how.  


 


The following economic figures about marshlands rice farming at the end of the project confirm that the 
project improved the income of households benefiting from the project: 


Situation at the 
beginning of ESIRU 


Situation at the beginning of the 
consolidation phase (end 2012) 


Situation at the end of the 
project (End 2014) 


4t/ha/season on average: 8t/ha/year 5.5t/ha/season on average: 
11t/ha/year 


                                                           
9 The latter is relevant for the food security projects financed by programmes managed by Dutch government 
agencies based in The Hague. 
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Most of beneficiaries 
have an annual income 
of less than 10euro.  


700 ha x 8,000 kg x 300 RWF = 
1,680,000,000 RWF/year  
(2.2 Mio €) gross-return; 


700 ha x 11,000 kg x 300 RWF 
=2,310,000,000 RWF/year (3.9 
Mio €) gross-return; 


1 household on 1/10 ha plot has 
presently: 240,000 RWF/ year; or € 315 


1 household: 330,000 RWF/year; 
or € 412 


The above figures are supplemented by the considerable income on bench terraces on the hillsides. 
 
Did the project improve the food security situation of 
households benefiting from the project? If so, please 
specify how. 


 


 
The project has improved the food security situation of households benefiting from it in many ways. The rice 
yields have improved at a rate of more than 4 times (from 1--2 to 5.5 t/ha). Although most of the produced 
rice is sold to rice processing factories, rice growers do generally keep some 20% of the total production for 
own home consumption. Moreover, the main part of the rice income is invested in households feeding by 
purchasing other staple food from the market.  
 
Farming on the hillsides was also an important component of the project that highly contributed to 
improving the food security situation of the households benefiting from the project. On the hillsides, the 
project supported beneficiaries with erosion control measures and improvement of agriculture on the newly 
established bench terraces. Diversified food and cash crops have been introduced and supported 
(pineapple, beans, cassava, maize, geranium, fruits, etc.).  
 
Did the project allow farmers to improve their 
production? If so, please specify how. 


 


 
Yes, as described above, the project allowed farmers to improve their production. From 1—2T of rice /ha 
before the project, farmers can currently averagely 5.5 to 6T of rice per ha. 
The erosion protected hillsides and bench terraces have also led to considerable on farm production 
increase.  
 
Did the project allow other food producers to improve 
their production? If so, please specify how. 


 


The project has indirectly benefited many more people and it allowed other foods producers to improve 
their production. This was particularly observed through the fact that farmers of the area who had not 
received a plot in the new schemes started to grow rice in the neighbouring non developed schemes just 
because they had seen from the project how important is to grow rice. Moreover, the increase of income 
from the project by beneficiaries has contributed to improved local economies hence allowing other food 
producers to improve their production.  
 
Did the project create jobs during the implementation 
of the project? Please specify which jobs were 
created, how many jobs were created and for how 
long in duration. 
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This project was a HIMO project (HIMO=Haute Intensite de Main D’oeuvre). The project employed about 
20,000 persons under Cash For Work for the whole project period. The ESIRU project total budget was 
about 20,000€ and about 40% of it was directly paid to workers under Cash for Work system. The last 
project phase has a small CFW component for minor repair works and it employed about 1500 workers 
during the project period. Moreover, several kinds of off farm jobs have created as a result of the project 
(small shops, agro processing units, etc.) 
 
Did the project create jobs that lasted after the 
project was completed? Please specify which jobs 
were created and how many jobs were created. 


 


 
As above mentioned, a number of off farm jobs have been created as a result of the project. Several new 
shops have been opened in the project areas following the huge inflow of cash during project 
implementation. Several processing units have been started in the project area follow the considerable 
increase of agricultural production (rice, maize, cassava, pineapple, etc.). Long lasting jobs created as a 
result of the project are estimated at about 100 (non-farming jobs= shops, agro processing units, 
cooperative employees, inputs sellers, etc.).  


 
 


4. Relationships with stakeholders 
 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
local authorities. 


 


 
The project has been successful due to the important involvement and participation of local government 
actors. However, during the first project phases, this was not enough reinforced. The last project phase 
(consolidation) has put a particular focus on this aspect and a special budget was allocated to this. At the 
end of the project, local government had fully owned the ESIRU achievements. Official hand over of project 
achievements was organized between Welthungerhilfe and local government authorities/Districts & 
farmers’ organizations.  
 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
the beneficiaries (or their representatives). 


 


The success of this project is mainly due to its participatory approach. Beneficiaries have been involved from 
planning, execution up to the evaluation stage. Beneficiaries played a big role in project designing as well as 
in establishing the regular annual project work-plans. Beneficiaries have moreover been so receptive to the 
project capacity building measures that at the end of the project they could confirm to be ready to go on 
without the Welthungerhilfe presence.  
 


 
 


5. Lessons learned 
 
Please provide the following information: 
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Which problems occurred during the implementation 
of the project? What caused these problems? 


 


 
There was no major problems during the consolidation phase. However, one of the ESIRU schemes 
(KIRYANGO scheme) was seriously damaged during the project period by heavy floods and could not be 
repaired within the then available budget means.  
 
How did your organisation respond to these 
problems? 


 


Welthungerhilfe reported the problem to all partners. Solutions were discussed and funds were raised. Only 
Welthungerhilfe together the District could contribute to the needed budget. The proposed full repair 
scenario could therefore not be realised due to budget constraints. Therefore, Kiryango scheme still needs 
to be fully rehabilitated / upgraded to avoid that any future floods are further damaging this scheme. 
 
What would you do differently if your organisation 
were to implement a similar project in the future? 


 


A number of lessons have been learned all along the implementation of this project and Welthungerhilfe is 
currently using the lessons learned in designing new similar projects.  
 
One central lesson learned from marshland development during the last decades is that any “one-sided 
maximization approach” is likely to have negative effects - in particular on the ecological system. In order to 
avoid “one-sidedness” and its negative effects on the sustainability of the intervention, marshland 
development should be based on “wise-use principles” and a systems view on marshland functions; hence 
effectively balancing socio-economic and environmental factors in marshland development through 
“minimal intervention” and systems thinking. 
 
A second central lesson learned from this project is that the comprehensive involvement of users and local 
government authorities (LGA) during all project phases is a key success factor. This was not properly taken 
care of during the first ESIRU phases. However, the collaboration with LGA of the Southern Province became 
a core component of the so-called ESIRU Consolidation Phase (2012-14), during which users and LGA were 
comprehensively supported in taking over operation and maintenance (O&M) of the ESIRU facilities. In the 
course of the program, joint activities collaborative agreements (MoUs), with province, districts as well as 
governmental institutions were established, ensuring active involvement in the program implementation and 
establishing mechanisms to ensure the follow up of the management of the schemes after the end of the 
project.  
 


 


  







46 
 


11. Project 25195 - Participatory Forest Management (PAREF NL-2) 
 


1. General information 
 
Please provide the following general information about the project and about yourself: 


Project Title: Support to Participatory Forest Management(PAREF NL2) 
Name of your organisation: Rwanda Natural Resources Authority (RNRA) 


 
2. Information about the project 


 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Has your project already been finalized?  
If not, what is the expected date of completion? 


No, the project will be closed on 
December 31st 2016 


No, the project will be closed on December 31st 2016 
 
Please describe the direct goal(s) of the project. Qualitative and quantitative 


management of forest resources 
in the 9 districts of intervention is 
improved by creating 3,500 Ha of 
which 2,500 Ha on Public lands 
and 1,000 Ha on Private lands.  


Three results of the project were: 
(1) Organizational forest management capacities both at district and sector level are improved 
 (2) The forest cover in the 9 districts on public and private land is increased 
(3) Lessons are learnt by experimenting with participatory forest management on public land at pilot area 
level 
 
To what extent has this goal/have these goals been achieved?  
2,299 Ha have been created on new Public lands and 970 Ha created on new Private lands in the zone of 
intervention( Measurement by GPS is still ongoing) 
 
Please describe which situation or problem caused your organisation 
to develop the project. Which problem is the project intended to 
solve? 


 


Rwanda faced a problem of high deficit in biomass energy utilization and its forest sector is characterized by 
inadequate forest management that leads to the highly reduced quality and quantity of forest therefore 
resulting in low forest productivity. 


Who are the intended beneficiaries of the project? How many 
beneficiaries did the project target? 


 


Ministry of Natural Resources (MINIRENA); Department of Forestry of RNRA; 9 Districts of intervention and 
their population especially charcoal producers. 
 
Was the project completed within the intended timeframe? Did any 
delays occur? If so, please indicate the cause of these delays. 
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Initially, the project would be closed on June 30th2016 but it got an extension and it will be closed on 31st 
December 2016. 
 
Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, please specify which 
part of the budget was not claimed from the Embassy of the Kingdom 
of the Netherlands/<name of the centrally managed programme 
through which the project is financed>10. 
 


 


For now the provided budget by the Kingdom of Netherlands is executed at 70%. For 7,500,000.00 EU,  
5,227,934.74 EU has been used. 


 
3. Relevance of the project to the improvement of food security 


 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Did the project improve the income of households benefiting from the 
project? If so, please specify how.  


 


Yes, the project used local people recruited through HIMO approach.  Local people are employed in as man 
power for seedlings production; tree planting and forest maintenance.  Up to March 31st 2016 an amount of 
1,099,664,912 Rwandan Francs was paid to manpower contributing to poverty reduction in rural areas 
especially in rural households. 
 
Did the project improve the food security situation of households 
benefiting from the project? If so, please specify how. 


 


Yes, (1) The project contributed to lands protection, soil erosion control and therefore increasing agriculture 
production in the zone of intervention. (2) As the project pay manpower through bank account, this helps 
them for saving money which can be used for buying any needed food and therefore their welfare is improved. 
(3) Through training of cooperatives members, some of them create job in forestry activities and gain 
money from the work done or their products (Ex. Nursery bed workers, Charcoal producers, etc….). 
 
Did the project allow farmers to improve their production? If so, please 
specify how. 


 


Yes, (1) Through reducing soil erosion, agriculture production is improved. 
(2) The project is organizing charcoal maker cooperatives and gives them trainings in forestry activity 
resulting in a high production efficiently. For example improved charcoal making techniques; silvicultural 
treatment trainings; Tree seeds collection and handling.  
Did the project allow other food producers to improve their production? If 
so, please specify how. 


No 


 
 
Did the project create jobs during the implementation of the project? 
Please specify which jobs were created, how many jobs were created and 
for how long in duration. 


 


                                                           
10The latter is relevant for the food security projects financed by programmes managed by Dutch government 
agencies based in The Hague. 
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Yes, Jobs are created by the project. Manpower for seedlings production; tree planting; Forest guards and 
forest maintenance were recruited for the whole period of the project implementation. 
The project had also 27 staff (Head office and in the district of intervention) for the whole period of 
implementation. 
 
Did the project create jobs that lasted after the project was completed? 
Please specify which jobs were created and how many jobs were created. 


Yes,  
 


For now the project has created jobs for seedlings production; tree planting; Forest guards and forest 
maintenance. Number of employed people is 20,762 of which 9,681 females  and 11,081 males  
 
The project trained 90 people (cooperative committee members) in cooperative management. These people 
were trained by PAREF NL1 in improved charcoal making and are still working with PAREF NL2. This helped 
charcoal maker cooperatives to manage their production efficiently. The project has 36 permanent staff 
including 24 located in districts of intervention and 12 staff located at Headquarter/Kigali. 
 


 
4. Relationships with stakeholders 


 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
local authorities. 


The cooperation with local authorities is good 
during this period of implementation. 


The collaboration with district authorities is good as they are the one who provided sites for tree plantation. 
They helped the project in recruitment of manpower as a team including representative from local authorities 
and project. For now Districts specific accounts are opened in the Rwanda National Bank for each district of 
intervention and are in the management by the district authorities who produce a quarter technical and 
financial report to the project. The monitoring and evaluation of project activities is done by project 
technicians in close collaboration with districts technicians (District Forest Officers) under supervision of 
district authorities. 
 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
the beneficiaries (or their representatives). 


Cooperation is very good with beneficiaries 
during the project implementation. 


The project recruited manpower especially from the lowest classes considering the level of poverty. In this 
frame, local leaders are among the people who participated in proposing people for job as man power through 
HIMO approach.  
During the implementation of each activity, the field technicians hold regularly meetings with local 
beneficiaries’ especially local people and local authorities. For example: Before planting in private lands, the 
field technicians hold a meeting with the land owner and agree on the approach and tree species to plant. 


 
5. Lessons learned 


 
Please provide the following information: 
 
Which problems occurred during the implementation 
of the project? What caused these problems? 
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During the implementation of this project, The one among the difficult problems we meet is the degradation 
of planted trees by shepherds especially in Gishwati zone. Sometimes it creates conflict between forest 
guards and them. Those conflicts are solved by district authorities through the good and active collaboration 
with the Project Management Unit and the Rwanda Natural Resources Authority (RNRA). 
 
How did your organisation respond to these 
problems? 


 


This issue is regularly reported to the local authority (Districts Mayors) and RNRA/MINIRENA by explaining 
well the extent of the problem.  
 
What would you do differently if your organisation 
were to implement a similar project in the future? 


 


As a project coordinator, If my organisation plan to implement a similar project in the future, I will focus on  
the three main following components of activities: (1) Support to sustainable forest management in order to 
increase land protection in hills and productivity of degraded and old forests (both public and private forests) 
and there lead to food security. (2) Support to agroforestry promotion and afforestation on private 
contributing to soil fertility and improvement of nutrition in rural areas. (3) Support to organised groups 
intervening in the forestry sector (cooperatives and associations involved in seedlings production, forest 
harvesting, charcoals producers; bee keeping). 
(4) Enhance capacity building in Districts and promote income generating activities in rural areas. 
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12. Project 25454 - Cooperatives Support Programme 
 


1. General information 
 
Please provide the following general information about the project and about yourself: 


Project Title: Cooperative Support Program  
Name of your organisation: SPARK  


 
2. Information about the project 


 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Has your project already been finalized?  
If not, what is the expected date of completion? 


 


 
Not yet finalised 
Extended until 31st march 2016 
 
Please describe the direct goal(s) of the project.  


 
 
To enhance the business skills and competitive capacity of existing agribusinesses (including cooperatives) 
to enhance income, job creation and food security. 
 
To what extent has this goal/have these goals been 
achieved?  The impact evaluation is not yet done 


 


 
Business opportunities created for agribusiness cooperatives, entrepreneurship and management capacities 
enhanced, market linkages improved and access to finance. 
 
Please describe which situation or problem caused 
your organisation to develop the project. Which 
problem is the project intended to solve? 


. 
 


 
Rationale: There are limited specialized cooperative support organisations with the skills and knowledge to 
motivate, facilitate, mentor and monitor improvements in the cooperatives to improve their business 
outlook, activities as well as market potential. The challenge is to address the widely differing organizational 
and business skills, technical knowledge and physical resources of the existing cooperatives and small and 
medium enterprises (SMEs) agri-businesses to increase and improve their competitive position 
 
Who are the intended beneficiaries of the project? 
How many beneficiaries did the project target? 


 


100 agribusiness cooperatives and Agri Business services providers 
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Was the project completed within the intended 
timeframe? Did any delays occur? If so, please 
indicate the cause of these delays. 


 


Not completed within the initial timeframe 
Some delays caused by external factors at the beginning of the program ( an extension for 10 months has 
been requested and approved) 
 
Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, 
please specify which part of the budget was not 
claimed from the Embassy of the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands/<name of the centrally managed 
programme through which the project is 
financed>11. 


 


 
Not yet. Still under implementation (N/A) 
 


 
 


3. Relevance of the project to the improvement of food security 
 


Please provide the following information about the project: 
Did the project improve the income of households 
benefiting from the project? If so, please specify how.  


 


 
Not yet evaluated (program still under implementation) . It’s a bit early to make an impact evaluation. We 
can share the Mid Term review report recently done to the evaluators to have more clarifications 
 
Did the project improve the food security situation of 
households benefiting from the project? If so, please 
specify how. 


 


 
Not yet  evaluated (program still under implementation) 
 
Did the project allow farmers to improve their 
production? If so, please specify how. 


 


Yes, the sales volumes have increased by 39%  by the end of 2015 ( Refer to the CSP  data base to be shared 
and discussed with the evaluation team) 
 
Did the project allow other food producers to improve 
their production? If so, please specify how. 


 


N/A. 
 
Did the project create jobs during the implementation 
of the project? Please specify which jobs were 


 


                                                           
11The latter is relevant for the food security projects financed by program managed by Dutch government agencies 
based in The Hague. 
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created, how many jobs were created and for how 
long in duration. 
 
Full time jobs for cooperatives management operations, part time jobs for agriculture activities  ( full time : 
293, Part time: 4386) 
 
Did the project create jobs that lasted after the 
project was completed? Please specify which jobs 
were created and how many jobs were created. 


 


 
Program Not yet completed 
 


 
 


4. Relationships with stakeholders 


Please provide the following information about the project: 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
local authorities. 


 


 
Participation in the  Joint Action District Forums (JADF), Collaboration in planning and organizing open days, 
involving local authorities in the follow up of field activities and share the progress reports.   
 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
the beneficiaries (or their representatives). 


 


 
Beneficiaries have been actively involved in the needs assessments and planning activities. Representatives 
are regularly consulted to assess the progress and performances for their respective cooperatives. Client 
satisfaction surveys are ongoing. So far we registered good relations with program beneficiaries 
 


 
5. Lessons learned 


 
Please provide the following information: 
Which problems occurred during the 
implementation of the project? What 
caused these problems? 


 


The uptake of business skills and methods of work is undermined for some of the target cooperatives by the 
expectation for aid or free distribution of materials and services. This contradiction arising from the inability 
of the cooperatives to distinguish between these varied approaches complicates the process of mindset 
change which is vital for the transitioning of cooperatives to business entities. In spite of the quality of services 
delivered through the coaches, the realization of the expected progress was slowed down by negative 
expectations often re-enforced by the actions of other actors that still focus on the relief-aid model of 
intervention. This is combined with the current cooperative model which still has many challenges to enhance 
economic incentives to cooperatives members. 
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How did your organisation respond to 
these problems? 


 
 


 
The re-design of the program strategy required coordinating the three approaches that are now enhancing 
the quality, efficiency and effectiveness of actions to ensure the realization of a critical mass of capable 
cooperatives and Agri BDS support institutions toward sustainability and ownership. The collaboration 
between SPARK, Agri-ProFocus (APF), RICEM, and Terrafina, central and local governments has brought in 
new expertise into the program and with proper coordination should be able to leverage the program and 
pave the sustainability way over the next 15 months. The role of the fulltime Coaches each assigned an 8-10 
cooperatives has greatly facilitated a high quality of program delivery. 
 
What would you do differently if your 
organisation were to implement a 
similar project in the future? 


 


To have enough time for inception phase ( context analysis). To involve chain leaders (processing 
companies) to take up gradually capacity building activities in a win - win perspectives. Coordinate and 
closely with other capacity builders to minimize contradictory approaches or duplication of efforts. Design 
an exit strategy to avoid over dependency on external support. Integrate a policy advocacy component. 
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13. Project 25457 - Access to Food for Young Children (in-depth evaluation) 
 


1. General information 
 
Please provide the following general information about the project and about yourself: 


Project Title: Accelerating Stunting Reduction Among under-two children in Rwanda 
Name of your organisation: UNICEF Rwanda 


 
 


2. Information about the project 
 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Has your project already been finalized?  
If not, what is the expected date of completion? 


 


 
The EKN nutrition program is ongoing and is expected to end by 31 December 2016 as per the program 
document and contract. 
 
Please describe the direct goal(s) of the project.  
 
The overall goal of this programme is to contribute to national objective of reducing stunting rates of under-
five children in Rwanda from 44% in 2010 to 24.5% by 2018 as stated in the 2013 – 2018 Health Sector 
Strategic Plan (HSSP  III).  The objective of the programme is to reduce the stunting rates of children under-
two years by 5%12 each year in targeted districts.  Specifically, this project will: 


i. Build the capacity of districts to coordinate and monitor scaling-up of multisectoral community-based 
nutrition-specific and nutrition-sensitive interventions in targeted districts; 


ii. Build the capacity of key service providers to prevent, identify and manage under-nutrition among 
children under-five and pregnant and lactating women; 


iii. Support social and behavior change activities at community level for improved maternal and child 
feeding practices in targeted districts; 


iv. Improve food security and resilience of vulnerable targeted households with children under two and 
pregnant and lactating women in targeted districts  


 
To what extent has this goal/have these goals been 
achieved? 


 


 
The project is still ongoing but program achievements to date may be considered satisfactory. 
 
From the monitoring framework, 19 indicators were selected by the Embassy of the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands in Rwanda. As reported in the EKN program 2014 annual report, fifteen out of these 19 


                                                           
12 Not absolute number but rather as a per cent of existing level (at baseline or level at beginning of each calendar 
year). 
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indicators have annual targets of which 9 (60 per cent) is on track (green), 5 (33 per cent) are constrained 
(orange) and 1 (7 per cent – documentation of case studies, now planned for 2015) is not on track (red). 
 
Data collection for the 2015 annual report is onging and the program baseline is scheduled to take place 
later this year. 
 
Please describe which situation or problem caused 
your organisation to develop the project. Which 
problem is the project intended to solve? 


 


 
At the time when the program proposal was developed, the most recent Rwanda RDHS survey, 2010, showed 
a prevalence of chronic malnutrition (stunting) among children under-five as alarmingly high at 44% (current 
stunting level is 38%, RDHS 2014/15).  The programme was designed to tackle this issue of persistent high 
chronic malnutrition levels by focusing on the nutritional status of children under the age of two years and 
pregnant/lactating women which is premised on the importance of the first thousand days (from conception 
through to two years of age) in combating stunting or chronic malnutrition through a coordinated and aligned 
multisectoral approach.    
 
Who are the intended beneficiaries of the project? 
How many beneficiaries did the project target? 


 


 
200,000 under-two children and 160,000 pregnant/lactating women in 10 districts (Nyaruguru, 
Gisagara, Gatsibo, Nyamasheke, Kamonyi, Karongi, Muhanga and Gicumbi plus Rutsiro and 
Nyamagabe). 
 
Was the project completed within the intended 
timeframe? Did any delays occur? If so, please 
indicate the cause of these delays. 


 


 
The project is still ongoing. Implementation in the first year of the program was relatively low compared to 
the following years since it took time for the implementing partners to establish a good working relationship 
with the districts (all activities of the EKN nutrition program are reflected in the quarterly work plans of the 
targeted districts). 
 
Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, 
please specify which part of the budget was not 
claimed from the Embassy of the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands/<name of the centrally managed 
programme through which the project is 
financed>13. 


 


The project is still ongoing and implementing partners are planning to ensure full implementation and, 
consequently, budget utilization by the end of the program. 
 


 


                                                           
13 The latter is relevant for the food security projects financed by programmes managed by Dutch government 
agencies based in The Hague. 
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3. Relevance of the project to the improvement of food security 


 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Did the project improve the income of households 
benefiting from the project? If so, please specify how.  


 


 
The program includes a component on supporting community saving/lending groups. These groups provides 
micro loans to their members which often use these funds to invest in small business thus improving their 
income. 
 
Did the project improve the food security situation of 
households benefiting from the project? If so, please 
specify how. 


 


 
 
The program includes a component on supporting targeted households with establishing kitchen gardens 
and provision of small livestock to diversify the diet of the children and contribute to the food security 
situation of the households. Loans from the saving/lending groups also contribute to increased food security 
by increasing the access to income generating activities for the beneficiary households. Sometimes loans are 
also used to procure food (e.g. during the lean season). 
 
Did the project allow farmers to improve their 
production? If so, please specify how. 


 


 
Yes, target households are trained in bio-intensive agriculture techniques with the vision to apply these 
techniques to their kitchen gardens, however, these skills relates to improved production practices in 
general. 
 
Did the project allow other food producers to improve 
their production? If so, please specify how. 


 


 
Yes, target households are trained in bio-intensive agriculture techniques with the vision to apply these 
techniques to their kitchen gardens, however, these skills relates to improved production practices in 
general. 
 
Did the project create jobs during the implementation 
of the project? Please specify which jobs were 
created, how many jobs were created and for how 
long in duration. 


 


The program does not have a focus on creating regular jobs but does include a component on supporting 
income generating activities through the establishment of community saving/lending groups. One partner 
has trained a group of people to continue providing support to the saving/lending groups on a fee basis. In 
addition, some implementing partners further supported these groups by training them in different income 
generating activities such as fish farming and production of dried vegetables.  
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Did the project create jobs that lasted after the 
project was completed? Please specify which jobs 
were created and how many jobs were created. 


 


 
The project is still ongoing. 
 
 


 
 


4. Relationships with stakeholders 
 
Please provide the following information about the project: 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
local authorities. 


 


 
The implementing partners are working closely with district authorities to coordinate program activities and 
make sure they are aligned with district priorities. Direct support is provided through the program to 
support coordination meetings and supervision visits by the district DPEM committees (District Plans to 
Eliminate Malnutrition) and support to strengthening multisectoral M&E systems using DevInfo to track 
implementation of the DPEM. Also, quarterly implementation plans for the program activities are developed 
and co-signed by the implementing partner and the district to ensure transparency and accountability.  
 
Please describe the quality of the cooperation with 
the beneficiaries (or their representatives). 


 


 
Program beneficiaries are actively involved in several of the program components including providing inputs 
for the cooking demonstrations (i.e. each caregiver bring something to prepare the meal, e.g. firewood, 
water or vegetables) and in the decision of small livestock to be provided to households.  
 


 
 


5. Lessons learned 
 
Please provide the following information: 
Which problems occurred during the implementation 
of the project? What caused these problems? 


 


 
The inception phase of the EKN nutrition program took more time than expected as implementing partners 
were obliged to build close relationship with district counterparts in order to plan program activities and 
support coordination and M&E of the same. This caused delays in implementation and spending of program 
funds. 
 
How did your organisation respond to these 
problems? 


 







58 
 


Through a continued dialogue with and support to the implementing partners, program implementation 
rate was gradually accelerated without compromising working relationship with the districts and quality of 
program delivery.  
 
What would you do differently if your organisation 
were to implement a similar project in the future? 


 


 
A program of this scope and complexity requires a longer (e.g. one full year) exception phase with 
correspondingly lower expectations in terms of spending and program results. Consequently, the program 
timeframe should ideally also be longer, minimum four years, to allow real impact of program activities to 
materialize.  
 


 


 


 





		Annex III: Results questionnaire for self-evaluation by project implementers

		1. Project 19160 – Skills Development and Employment Protection

		2. Project 19462 - PAREF II

		3. Project 19815 - PROSKID

		4. Project 19940 - Electricity Access Roll-out Program (EARP)

		5. Project 23168/23214 - Support for land tenure regularisation

		6. Project 23743 - HIMO PDED II consolidation

		7. Project 24371/25542 - Infrastructure investments (in-depth evaluation)

		8. Project 24730 - Linking Farmers to Markets

		9. Project 24871 - Capacity Building for Food Security in Rwanda

		10. Project 25059 - Consolidation Marshlands (in-depth evaluation)

		11. Project 25195 - Participatory Forest Management (PAREF NL-2)

		12. Project 25454 - Cooperatives Support Programme

		13. Project 25457 - Access to Food for Young Children (in-depth evaluation)



		(1) Organizational forest management capacities both at district and sector level are improved

		 (2) The forest cover in the 9 districts on public and private land is increased






Annex IV. Disaggregated household survey results CATALIST-2 
 


The tables below detail the group mean, standard error (in brackets) and sample size (in square 
brackets) for the outcome variables presented in the main text of the report. All standard errors for 
the household level variables are clustered at the cell level.  


All the data is presented for both baseline (B) and endline (E). 


The cell and village level variables are presented for the whole sample only, as the trainings had 
been organised in all cells.  


The groups presented for the household level variables are: 


- All households (F_B and F_E). Variables for this group are reported using sampling weights. 
- Households that did not participate in the ISFM trainings (NT_B and NT_E). Variables for this 


group are reported using sampling weights. 
- Households that did participate in the ISFM trainings (T_B and T_E). Variables for this group 


are reported using sampling weights. 


 


  







FS Rwanda Table 1 Cell Demographics 


 (B) (E) 
Number Of Households In Cell 1,163.836 1,241.284 
 (53.402) (49.107) 
 [67.000] [67.000] 
% of Landless  Households In Cell 7.660 6.566 
 (1.421) (1.141) 
 [43.000] [67.000] 
% of Households In Cell With Landholdings Between 0.01-
0.5 ha 


62.945 56.001 


 (3.226) (2.487) 
 [43.000] [67.000] 
% of Households In Cell With Landholdings Between 0.51-
2 ha 


26.739 33.898 


 (3.093) (2.438) 
 [43.000] [67.000] 
% of Households In Cell With Landholdings Larger than 2 
ha 


2.656 3.535 


 (0.770) (0.675) 
 [43.000] [67.000] 
% of Households in Cell Cultivating Cassava 82.665 84.847 
 (3.308) (2.574) 
 [35.000] [67.000] 


 
FS Rwanda Table 2 Cell Infrastructure 


 (B) (E) 
Dum. Feeder Road Going Through 
Cell 


94.030 98.507 


 (2.916) (1.493) 
 [67.000] [67.000] 
Dum. Bank In Cell 23.881 11.940 
 (5.248) (3.991) 
 [67.000] [67.000] 
Dum. Micro-Credit Institution In Cell 50.746 19.403 
 (6.154) (4.868) 
 [67.000] [67.000] 
Dum. Agro-Input Dealer In Cell 82.090 64.179 
 (4.720) (5.902) 
 [67.000] [67.000] 
Number Of Cooperatives In Cell 1.806 1.493 
 (0.172) (0.101) 
 [67.000] [67.000] 
Dum. Mobile Network Coverage In 
Cell 


0.985 0.985 


 (0.015) (0.015) 
 [67.000] [67.000] 


 
FS Rwanda Table 9 Interventions(trainings), cell survey 


 (B) (E) 
(312) #Extension Workers/Farm Promoters/Farm Leaders 8.727 11.881 
 (0.840) (1.156) 
 [66.000] [67.000] 







Number Of Demo Plot Or Model Farm In Cell 1.394 1.403 
 (0.171) (0.129) 
 [66.000] [67.000] 
Number Of CASSAVA Demo Plot Or Model Farm In Cell 0.284 0.284 
 (0.055) (0.059) 
 [67.000] [67.000] 
Dum. Training On Improved Farming Practices Has Been Organised In Cell In 
Last 1 


0.537 1.000 


 (0.061) (0.000) 
 [67.000] [67.000] 
Dum. Training On CASSAVA Improved Farming Practices Has Been Organised 
In Cell I 


0.388 0.836 


 (0.060) (0.046) 
 [67.000] [67.000] 
Dum. Training On Financial And/Or Business Planning Has Been Organised In 
Cell I 


0.254 0.950 


 (0.054) (0.028) 
 [67.000] [60.000] 
Dum. IBAKWE Active In Village_s7 0.075 0.000 
 (0.032) (0.000) 
 [67.000] [67.000] 
Dum. IBAKWE Active In Village_s8 0.090 0.000 
 (0.035) (0.000) 
 [67.000] [67.000] 
Dum. CARITAS Active In Village_s7 0.045 0.104 
 (0.025) (0.038) 
 [67.000] [67.000] 
Dum. CARITAS Active In Village_s8 0.030 0.075 
 (0.021) (0.032) 
 [67.000] [67.000] 


 
FS Rwanda Table 3 Accessibility  Of Villages (min walking to […]) 


 (B) (E) 
feeder road 18.410 5.791 
 (7.406) (0.736) 
 [134.000] [134.000] 
bank 38.448 56.209 
 (2.274) (3.330) 
 [134.000] [134.000] 
agro dealer 42.164 40.373 
 (7.473) (3.079) 
 [134.000] [134.000] 
market 28.134 55.731 
 (1.695) (4.082) 
 [134.000] [134.000] 


 
  







Table 4 Household Characteristics 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Household Size 4.880 5.383 4.662 5.181 5.153 5.625 
 (0.092) (0.087) (0.102) (0.095) (0.133) (0.133) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Adult Equivalent Household 
Size 


4.086 4.218 3.906 4.021 4.312 4.454 


 (0.075) (0.071) (0.082) (0.079) (0.109) (0.110) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with a child 
between 12 and 95 months 
old 


0.461 0.538 0.446 0.505 0.480 0.578 


 (0.019) (0.022) (0.026) (0.028) (0.027) (0.032) 
 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with Female 
Household Head 


0.277 0.272 0.325 0.314 0.216 0.222 


 (0.020) (0.020) (0.027) (0.026) (0.024) (0.025) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Age Household Head 47.241 49.015 48.711 50.388 45.403 47.400 
 (0.639) (0.560) (0.901) (0.775) (0.714) (0.713) 
 [787.000] [764.000] [411.000] [387.000] [376.000] [377.000] 
Fraction HH with HHhead No 
School 


0.254 0.228 0.252 0.254 0.256 0.196 


 (0.017) (0.017) (0.020) (0.024) (0.027) (0.023) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with HHhead 
Some Primary 


0.333 0.369 0.375 0.400 0.282 0.331 


 (0.019) (0.018) (0.025) (0.025) (0.029) (0.026) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with HHhead 
Completed Primary 


0.329 0.304 0.310 0.257 0.352 0.359 


 (0.020) (0.019) (0.024) (0.024) (0.031) (0.027) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with HHhead At 
Least Some Secondary 


0.084 0.076 0.063 0.059 0.111 0.098 


 (0.010) (0.010) (0.013) (0.013) (0.015) (0.015) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with Household 
Head Can Read & Write 


0.695 0.711 0.676 0.665 0.718 0.765 


 (0.020) (0.019) (0.024) (0.021) (0.030) (0.026) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Sum of Plot Area in Hectares 0.540 0.545 0.514 0.468 0.573 0.637 
 (0.022) (0.036) (0.028) (0.037) (0.033) (0.051) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with Land Size 
<0.5 ha 


0.615 0.670 0.642 0.713 0.583 0.618 


 (0.022) (0.022) (0.023) (0.027) (0.032) (0.029) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with Land Size 
0.51-1 ha 


0.201 0.162 0.176 0.139 0.232 0.190 


 (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.029) (0.024) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with Land Size 0.167 0.107 0.162 0.093 0.172 0.124 







1.01 - 2 ha 
 (0.015) (0.014) (0.018) (0.018) (0.024) (0.018) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with Land Size >2 
ha 


0.008 0.036 0.011 0.025 0.005 0.049 


 (0.004) (0.008) (0.005) (0.008) (0.004) (0.012) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
 


Table 5 Safe Water & Sanitation 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Fraction HH with Safe Water 
Source 


0.472 0.457 0.498 0.487 0.439 0.423 


 (0.031) (0.032) (0.038) (0.039) (0.035) (0.042) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with Water 
Cleaning Before Drinking 


0.526 0.480 0.507 0.452 0.551 0.514 


 (0.025) (0.026) (0.028) (0.030) (0.037) (0.034) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with Latrine with 
Slab 


0.150 0.146 0.139 0.158 0.163 0.132 


 (0.015) (0.018) (0.018) (0.022) (0.024) (0.024) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with safe 
disposal of Child Stools  


0.917 0.985 0.908 0.984 0.927 0.987 


 (0.015) (0.006) (0.021) (0.009) (0.022) (0.008) 
 [358.000] [414.000] [184.000] [201.000] [174.000] [213.000] 
Number Of Mosquito Nets 
Per Household Member 


0.537 0.521 0.549 0.530 0.523 0.509 


 (0.015) (0.010) (0.019) (0.013) (0.019) (0.014) 
 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 


 
Table 6 Cassava Responsible Characteristics 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Fraction HH with Cassava 
Responsible Relation With 
Household Head, Self 


0.698 0.752 0.712 0.740 0.681 0.766 


 (0.018) (0.018) (0.022) (0.022) (0.029) (0.028) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with Cassava 
Responsible With Household 
Head, Spouse 


0.258 0.207 0.244 0.206 0.275 0.209 


 (0.019) (0.017) (0.022) (0.023) (0.030) (0.023) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with Cassava 
Responsible Relation With 
Household Other 


0.044 0.040 0.043 0.051 0.044 0.026 


 (0.008) (0.008) (0.010) (0.011) (0.012) (0.010) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with Female 
Cassava Responsible 


0.526 0.493 0.549 0.541 0.496 0.435 


 (0.020) (0.020) (0.025) (0.022) (0.031) (0.030) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Age of Cassava Responsible 44.525 46.989 45.859 47.954 42.847 45.836 







 (0.612) (0.567) (0.854) (0.757) (0.662) (0.790) 
 [799.000] [784.000] [418.000] [400.000] [381.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with Cassava 
Responsible Can Read & 
Write 


0.782 0.811 0.759 0.801 0.811 0.823 


 (0.016) (0.015) (0.021) (0.019) (0.022) (0.023) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with Cassava 
Responsible Manages Income 
From Cassava 


0.314 0.245 0.264 0.215 0.377 0.280 


 (0.022) (0.021) (0.028) (0.025) (0.030) (0.029) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 


 
Table 7 Membership 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Fraction HH with 
Membership Production 
Cooperative 


0.150 0.110 0.128 0.068 0.177 0.161 


 (0.015) (0.015) (0.016) (0.014) (0.025) (0.025) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with 
Membership Cassava 
Cooperative 


0.083 0.026 0.072 0.015 0.097 0.039 


 (0.013) (0.006) (0.014) (0.006) (0.019) (0.011) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with 
Membership Savings & Credit 
Cooperative 


0.025 0.144 0.030 0.135 0.019 0.153 


 (0.006) (0.017) (0.007) (0.018) (0.008) (0.025) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with 
Membership Farming 
Cooperative 


0.081 0.067 0.043 0.048 0.128 0.090 


 (0.011) (0.012) (0.010) (0.012) (0.019) (0.018) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 


 
Table 8 Most Important Crop (based on section 7) 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Fraction HH that grows 
Beans Ordinary 


0.782 0.835 0.772 0.808 0.795 0.866 


 (0.021) (0.022) (0.025) (0.029) (0.027) (0.023) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that grows 
Cassava 


1.00 0.702 1.00 0.645 1.00 0.769 


 (0.000) (0.030) (0.000) (0.035) (0.000) (0.035) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that grows 
Sweet Potatoes 


0.158 0.032 0.170 0.028 0.144 0.036 


 (0.017) (0.007) (0.022) (0.008) (0.023) (0.012) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that grows Rice 0.077 0.066 0.051 0.045 0.110 0.091 
 (0.017) (0.016) (0.014) (0.015) (0.023) (0.025) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 







Fraction HH that grows 
Sorghum 


0.182 0.204 0.174 0.182 0.193 0.230 


 (0.021) (0.026) (0.024) (0.032) (0.026) (0.033) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that grows 
Groundnuts 


0.123 0.059 0.135 0.069 0.108 0.047 


 (0.019) (0.014) (0.024) (0.019) (0.025) (0.015) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that grows 
Maize 


0.000 0.218 0.000 0.125 0.000 0.330 


 (0.000) (0.022) (0.000) (0.022) (0.000) (0.034) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that grows 
Soybeans 


0.000 0.166 0.000 0.199 0.000 0.126 


 (0.000) (0.018) (0.000) (0.023) (0.000) (0.023) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 


 
Table 10 Interventions(trainings) 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Fraction HH that 
Participated In Improved 
Farming Practices 


0.420 0.455 0.386 0.000 0.463 1.000 


 (0.024) (0.024) (0.028) (0.000) (0.039) (0.000) 
 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that Heard 
About Trainings On 
Improved Farming Practices 


0.632 0.620 0.567 0.302 0.714 1.000 


 (0.023) (0.023) (0.028) (0.028) (0.035) (0.000) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that 
Participated In CASSAVA 
Improved Farming Practices 


0.243 0.190 0.229 0.000 0.261 0.417 


 (0.022) (0.019) (0.028) (0.000) (0.033) (0.035) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that Heard 
About Trainings On 
CASSAVA Improved 
Farming Practices 


0.060 0.028 0.059 0.052 0.062 0.000 


 (0.010) (0.007) (0.013) (0.013) (0.016) (0.000) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that Visited 
Demo Plot or Model Farm 


0.506 0.547 0.471 0.392 0.550 0.733 


 (0.025) (0.025) (0.028) (0.030) (0.040) (0.032) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that Visited 
Cassava Demo Plot or 
Model Farm 


0.229 0.142 0.211 0.080 0.253 0.216 


 (0.023) (0.016) (0.026) (0.017) (0.036) (0.028) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that 
Participated In Trainings On 
Financial And/Or Business 
Planning I 


0.163 0.166 0.139 0.061 0.192 0.290 


 (0.017) (0.017) (0.019) (0.013) (0.025) (0.030) 







 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that Heard 
About Trainings On 
Financial And/Or Business 


0.316 0.290 0.274 0.167 0.369 0.438 


 (0.017) (0.019) (0.024) (0.020) (0.029) (0.032) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 


 
Discussed in ISFM trainings 


 (T_B) (T_E) 
  Fertilizer Use Discussed In Training 0.733 0.925 
 (0.031) (0.016) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Improved Seeds Discussed In Training 0.774 0.827 
 (0.026) (0.024) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Pesticides/Herbicides/Insecticides Discussed In Training 0.107 0.082 
 (0.019) (0.016) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Soil Use Discussed In Training 0.359 0.378 
 (0.028) (0.029) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Crop Rotation Discussed In Training 0.265 0.150 
 (0.027) (0.024) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Intercropping Discussed In Training 0.019 0.041 
 (0.010) (0.013) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Distance Of Plants Discussed In Training 0.438 0.541 
 (0.038) (0.038) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Terracing Discussed In Training 0.068 0.054 
 (0.015) (0.014) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Seed Multiplication Discussed In Training 0.106 0.182 
 (0.020) (0.021) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Input Sources Discussed In Training 0.147 0.102 
 (0.020) (0.019) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Credit Discussed In Training 0.037 0.025 
 (0.011) (0.008) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Other Use Discussed In Training 0.093 0.029 
 (0.020) (0.010) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Cassava Discussed In Training 0.579 0.417 
 (0.039) (0.035) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Sorghum Discussed In Training 0.007 0.015 
 (0.005) (0.007) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Maize Discussed In Training 0.631 0.582 
 (0.035) (0.036) 







 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Wheat Discussed In Training 0.003 0.000 
 (0.003) (0.000) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Rice Discussed In Training 0.129 0.175 
 (0.026) (0.035) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Beans Discussed In Training 0.214 0.322 
 (0.031) (0.030) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Peas Discussed In Training 0.001 0.003 
 (0.001) (0.003) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Groundnuts Discussed In Training 0.007 0.005 
 (0.005) (0.004) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Soyabeans Discussed In Training 0.117 0.068 
 (0.023) (0.017) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Banana Discussed In Training 0.186 0.249 
 (0.026) (0.032) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Irish Potatoes Discussed In Training 0.013 0.010 
 (0.006) (0.006) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Sweet Potatoes Discussed In Training 0.000 0.018 
 (0.000) (0.010) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Sunflower Discussed In Training 0.004 0.000 
 (0.003) (0.000) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Vegetables Discussed In Training 0.000 0.007 
 (0.000) (0.005) 
 [372.000] [382.000] 
  Fruits Discussed In Training 0.033 0.027 
 (0.010) (0.010) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Coffee Discussed In Training 0.016 0.026 
 (0.007) (0.011) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 
  Other Discussed In Training 0.017 0.010 
 (0.007) (0.006) 
 [374.000] [384.000] 


 
 
 


Table 13 ISFM Farming Practices 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Fraction HH that Used Any 
Soil Protection 


0.981 0.985 0.977 0.982 0.986 0.989 


 (0.005) (0.005) (0.008) (0.008) (0.007) (0.006) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 







Fraction HH that Used Crop 
Rotation 


0.797 0.894 0.760 0.873 0.843 0.919 


 (0.020) (0.015) (0.027) (0.022) (0.024) (0.016) 
 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that Used 
Chemical Fertilizer For Any 
Crops In Last 12 Months 


0.208 0.179 0.150 0.108 0.280 0.263 


 (0.023) (0.022) (0.023) (0.018) (0.030) (0.033) 
 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that Used 
Organic Fertilizer For Any 
Crops In Last 12 Months 


0.840 0.870 0.800 0.851 0.891 0.893 


 (0.017) (0.016) (0.023) (0.023) (0.021) (0.023) 
 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that Used 
Improved Seeds & Cuttings 
For Any Crops In Last 12 
Months 


0.307 0.157 0.286 0.096 0.334 0.229 


 (0.021) (0.019) (0.022) (0.019) (0.030) (0.028) 
 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that Used 
Chemical Fertilizer For 
Cassava In Last 12 Months 


0.028 0.036 0.024 0.011 0.033 0.062 


 (0.006) (0.009) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.016) 
 [804.000] [561.000] [420.000] [264.000] [384.000] [297.000] 
Fraction HH that Used 
Organic Fertilizer For 
Cassava In Last 12 Months 


0.516 0.625 0.490 0.619 0.548 0.632 


 (0.026) (0.031) (0.029) (0.036) (0.036) (0.038) 
 [804.000] [561.000] [420.000] [264.000] [384.000] [297.000] 
Fraction HH that Used 
Improved Seeds & Cuttings 
For Cassava In Last 12 
Months 


0.224 0.180 0.213 0.113 0.238 0.248 


 (0.018) (0.025) (0.020) (0.027) (0.029) (0.034) 
 [804.000] [561.000] [420.000] [264.000] [384.000] [297.000] 


 
Table 14 Dealing With Costs & Benefits 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Fraction HH that Keep Track 
of Expenditures 


0.385 0.507 0.360 0.441 0.416 0.586 


 (0.018) (0.024) (0.021) (0.028) (0.031) (0.036) 
 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that Compared 
Costs of Production To 
Market Price 


0.610 0.709 0.571 0.665 0.660 0.761 


 (0.020) (0.021) (0.024) (0.028) (0.029) (0.031) 
 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 


 
Table 15 Access To Credit & Inputs 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Fraction HH that are Able 
To Obtain Credit 


0.268 0.418 0.204 0.355 0.348 0.494 







 (0.015) (0.022) (0.023) (0.028) (0.028) (0.027) 
 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that Used 
Credit To Purchase Inputs 
In Last 12 Months 


0.075 0.094 0.044 0.067 0.114 0.126 


 (0.013) (0.014) (0.012) (0.013) (0.019) (0.024) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 


 
Table 16 Cassava Cultivation 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Fraction HH that Harvested 
Cassava In The Last 12 
Months (harvest larger than 
0 kg) 


0.756 0.487 0.741 0.449 0.774 0.533 


 (0.018) (0.029) (0.021) (0.033) (0.028) (0.039) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Cassava Harvest In Kg In 
The Last 12 Months 
(including 0 harvest & excl 
hh that harvest later) 


468.982 194.965 436.157 133.913 510.063 256.234 


 (79.259) (24.785) (124.160) (17.780) (62.056) (47.962) 
 [769.000] [538.000] [401.000] [253.000] [368.000] [285.000] 
Planted Cassava Land Size 0.279 0.245 0.269 0.237 0.290 0.253 
 (0.025) (0.022) (0.036) (0.031) (0.029) (0.029) 
 [804.000] [561.000] [420.000] [264.000] [384.000] [297.000] 
Size of Plots Cultivated with 
Cassava (ha) 


0.226 0.148 0.229 0.131 0.222 0.168 


 (0.015) (0.015) (0.017) (0.018) (0.022) (0.021) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
% Of Cassava Sold 22.764 16.738 20.908 13.416 24.991 20.089 
 (1.721) (2.091) (2.098) (2.462) (2.114) (2.726) 
 [617.000] [395.000] [314.000] [187.000] [303.000] [208.000] 
Fraction HH with failure of 
whole cassava harvest 


0.052 0.262 0.076 0.260 0.023 0.264 


 (0.008) (0.024) (0.012) (0.029) (0.010) (0.038) 
 [804.000] [561.000] [420.000] [264.000] [384.000] [297.000] 
Fraction HH that Stopped 
growing cassava more than 
12 months ago 


0.000 0.253 0.000 0.314 0.000 0.179 


 (0.000) (0.028) (0.000) (0.034) (0.000) (0.032) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH that Harvested 
cassava in past 12 months 
and stopped cultivating 
after this harvest 


0.000 0.182 0.000 0.162 0.000 0.206 


 (0.000) (0.020) (0.000) (0.024) (0.000) (0.027) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 


 
Table 17 Cassava Yield 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Cassava Yield Harvest Per 
Hectare (ton/ha) (including 0 
harvest & excl hh that 


3.880 1.876 3.891 1.590 3.867 2.184 







harvest later) 
 (0.268) (0.268) (0.338) (0.257) (0.329) (0.450) 
 [656.000] [406.000] [343.000] [198.000] [313.000] [208.000] 
Self-ReportedCassava Yield 
Kg Per Cassava Plant 


3.978 2.530 3.749 2.756 4.264 2.300 


 (0.155) (0.469) (0.171) (0.837) (0.246) (0.377) 
 [804.000] [452.000] [420.000] [212.000] [384.000] [240.000] 


 
Table 18 Land Use 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Sum of Plot Area in Hectares 0.540 0.545 0.514 0.468 0.573 0.637 
 (0.022) (0.036) (0.028) (0.037) (0.033) (0.051) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
% Cultivated Land Used For 
Cassava (cassava plots) 


46.636 39.005 48.284 42.174 44.572 35.674 


 (1.450) (1.488) (1.774) (2.197) (2.048) (2.074) 
 [804.000] [457.000] [420.000] [220.000] [384.000] [237.000] 
% Of Land Cultivated With 
Cassava (planted land) 


63.539 45.750 63.265 51.436 63.881 40.028 


 (4.648) (2.692) (5.471) (3.932) (7.523) (2.445) 
 [804.000] [561.000] [420.000] [264.000] [384.000] [297.000] 
% Land Cultivated With Beans 84.447 68.686 80.940 68.937 88.839 68.384 
 (13.132) (3.630) (14.253) (4.635) (23.334) (4.787) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
% Land Cultivated With Irish 
Potatoes 


3.640 3.729 5.668 4.617 1.102 2.665 


 (2.317) (0.727) (4.131) (1.192) (0.590) (0.647) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
% Land Cultivated With Rice 2.972 3.367 1.455 2.817 4.870 4.026 
 (0.889) (0.939) (0.482) (1.198) (1.555) (1.332) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
% Land Cultivated With 
Sorghum 


9.623 9.299 8.269 7.957 11.319 10.908 


 (1.463) (1.249) (1.486) (1.478) (2.555) (1.670) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
% Land Cultivated With 
Grounduts 


4.220 2.397 3.805 3.086 4.739 1.571 


 (0.905) (0.650) (1.027) (0.996) (1.598) (0.545) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
% Land Cultivated With 
Maize 


0.000 9.018 0.000 4.607 0.000 14.304 


 (0.000) (1.595) (0.000) (1.208) (0.000) (2.997) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
% Land Cultivated With 
Soybeans 


0.000 6.615 0.000 8.481 0.000 4.380 


 (0.000) (0.919) (0.000) (1.433) (0.000) (1.054) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 


 
Table 19 Yield Of Other Crops 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Yield of Beans 0.847 2.155 0.858 3.190 0.833 0.998 
 (0.080) (1.008) (0.112) (1.903) (0.089) (0.130) 







 [620.000] [648.000] [323.000] [323.000] [297.000] [325.000] 
Yield of 
IrishPotatoes 


5.681 1.540 4.301 0.905 7.720 2.125 


 (1.141) (0.577) (0.803) (0.359) (2.684) (0.994) 
 [122.000] [25.000] [73.000] [12.000] [49.000] [13.000] 
Yield of Rice 6.969 7.986 13.152 9.309 3.248 7.208 
 (3.603) (2.143) (9.279) (6.777) (0.516) (2.277) 
 [66.000] [55.000] [24.000] [18.000] [42.000] [37.000] 
Yield of Sorghum 1.486 1.245 1.256 1.263 1.747 1.227 
 (0.303) (0.154) (0.337) (0.259) (0.433) (0.140) 
 [148.000] [161.000] [72.000] [72.000] [76.000] [89.000] 
Yield of Maize . 1.977 . 1.925 . 2.001 
 . (0.318) . (0.802) . (0.290) 
 [0] [177.000] [0] [53.000] [0] [124.000] 
Yield of Soybeans . 0.718 . 0.749 . 0.661 
 . (0.130) . (0.182) . (0.132) 
 [0] [135.000] [0] [84.000] [0] [51.000] 
 .      


 
Table 21 Value Of Farm Income 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Cassava 
Production 
Value (Price 
Median Per 
District) 
(including 0 
harvest & excl 
hh that 
harvest later) 


2,730.990 32,164.651 2,603.588 25,716.950 3,174.439 38,703.120 


 (272.361) (3,119.163) (318.141) (3,432.586) (722.179) (5,093.258) 
 [92.000] [535.000] [69.000] [253.000] [23.000] [282.000] 
Total Value Of 
Crops 
Produced In 
Last 12 
Months 
(Mean Prices 
Per District) 


120,822.395 141,502.293 115,880.949 128,584.512 127,009.406 156,982.173 


 (13,733.529) (24,660.616) (20,980.184) (37,843.396) (11,558.506) (29,090.514) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Total Value Of 
Expenditures 
In Last 12 
Months 


36,169.284 31,588.762 28,132.708 22,870.108 46,231.598 42,036.666 


 (3,309.747) (2,736.967) (3,067.374) (3,480.347) (5,967.220) (3,842.559) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Net Total 
Farm Income 
In Last 12 
Months 


84,653.111 109,913.530 87,748.241 105,714.405 80,777.808 114,945.507 


 (12,486.411) (24,516.231) (19,726.360) (38,058.825) (8,464.625) (28,180.785) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Net Profit Per 266,820.426 542,499.426 279,406.535 663,661.085 251,061.804 397,646.063 







Hectares Of 
Land 
 (20,552.640) (204,028.536) (29,681.444) (347,352.501) (24,274.636) (154,534.494) 
 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 


 
Table 22 Price Of Cassava 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Mean Price Of Cassava 161.691 229.531 167.853 226.195 155.791 232.009 
 (5.171) (31.832) (7.080) (44.868) (5.824) (24.097) 
 [357.000] [141.000] [159.000] [54.000] [198.000] [87.000] 
Highest Price of cassava 
(Rfw/unit) 


175.269 269.150 182.194 271.097 168.640 267.138 


 (5.402) (19.470) (7.670) (25.746) (6.300) (17.622) 
 [357.000] [242.000] [159.000] [113.000] [198.000] [129.000] 
Lowest Price of cassava 
(Rfw/unit) 


148.112 239.815 153.513 238.605 142.942 241.066 


 (5.046) (16.580) (6.666) (20.334) (5.574) (15.568) 
 [357.000] [242.000] [159.000] [113.000] [198.000] [129.000] 
Difference between Highest 
& Lowest Cassava Price 


27.157 21.232 28.680 29.625 25.698 14.997 


 (1.531) (4.844) (2.453) (11.319) (2.417) (3.835) 
 [357.000] [141.000] [159.000] [54.000] [198.000] [87.000] 


 
Table 23 Household Income 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Total Income In Last 12 
Months 


151,191.106 198,286.641 145,749.278 172,324.770 158,004.627 229,397.764 


 (14,082.996) (26,216.284) (21,021.014) (38,267.303) (14,045.233) (32,613.645) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
 Total HH Income Per Adult 
Equivalent Unit In Last 12 
Months 


41,361.181 50,816.124 40,942.701 45,981.423 41,885.146 56,596.193 


 (3,899.225) (6,597.316) (5,843.816) (9,391.268) (4,297.704) (8,484.873) 
 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Net Total Farm Income In 
Last 12 Months 


84,653.111 109,913.530 87,748.241 105,714.405 80,777.808 114,945.507 


 (12,486.411) (24,516.231) (19,726.360) (38,058.825) (8,464.625) (28,180.785) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Total Other Income In The 
Last 12 Months 


66,537.996 88,373.111 58,001.037 66,610.366 77,226.820 114,452.257 


 (6,762.184) (8,682.683) (7,805.644) (8,811.043) (10,721.470) (15,760.052) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 


 
Table 24 Importance Of Cassava In HH Income 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Share Of Cassava In Farm 
Income 


26.734 27.133 30.234 28.399 15.294 25.865 


 (3.815) (1.419) (4.943) (2.003) (4.400) (2.211) 
 [88.000] [530.000] [65.000] [249.000] [23.000] [281.000] 
Share Of Cassava In Total 
Income 


1.125 15.169 -0.646 21.524 7.066 8.810 


 (14.266) (6.109) (18.262) (2.500) (6.843) (11.988) 







 [90.000] [532.000] [67.000] [250.000] [23.000] [282.000] 
 


Table 25 Food Consumption 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Food Consumption value 
Last 7 Days 


9,837.510 16,056.973 9,138.431 14,667.835 10,712.803 17,721.631 


 (291.263) (2,238.433) (306.787) (2,882.236) (490.431) (3,468.033) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Food Consumption Score 
In Last 7 Days Per Adult 
Equivalent Unit 


2,575.348 4,293.409 2,548.022 3,924.683 2,609.562 4,734.236 


 (69.372) (679.079) (82.240) (652.061) (103.544) (1,271.285) 
 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 


 
Table 26 Assets 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Asset Index 0.641 0.427 0.602 0.384 0.689 0.479 
 (0.019) (0.015) (0.024) (0.018) (0.024) (0.019) 
 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Tropical Livestok 
Unit 


0.856 0.812 0.695 0.749 1.058 0.888 


 (0.085) (0.039) (0.041) (0.050) (0.193) (0.062) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 


 
Table 27 Months Of Sufficient Food Access In Past 12 Months 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Nr. Of Months Of Not Sufficient 
Food Access In The Last 12 
Months 


2.036 2.062 2.226 2.088 1.799 2.031 


 (0.093) (0.086) (0.139) (0.110) (0.112) (0.109) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
  March  Not Enough Food 0.141 0.080 0.142 0.086 0.140 0.073 
 (0.014) (0.012) (0.018) (0.016) (0.020) (0.017) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
  April  Not Enough Food 0.218 0.131 0.214 0.130 0.222 0.131 
 (0.018) (0.019) (0.024) (0.021) (0.025) (0.025) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
  May  Not Enough Food 0.097 0.062 0.124 0.064 0.063 0.060 
 (0.012) (0.010) (0.019) (0.015) (0.014) (0.012) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
  June  Not Enough Food 0.061 0.046 0.080 0.058 0.037 0.032 
 (0.009) (0.010) (0.014) (0.015) (0.010) (0.011) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
  July  Not Enough Food 0.088 0.061 0.097 0.066 0.076 0.056 
 (0.011) (0.010) (0.016) (0.014) (0.016) (0.014) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
  August  Not Enough Food 0.117 0.077 0.129 0.078 0.103 0.076 
 (0.013) (0.011) (0.019) (0.014) (0.019) (0.015) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
  September  Not Enough Food 0.186 0.207 0.211 0.205 0.153 0.208 
 (0.015) (0.017) (0.022) (0.021) (0.020) (0.023) 







 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
  October  Not Enough Food 0.235 0.309 0.245 0.302 0.223 0.317 
 (0.017) (0.022) (0.021) (0.026) (0.023) (0.029) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
  November  Not Enough Food 0.318 0.416 0.339 0.412 0.292 0.422 
 (0.021) (0.026) (0.026) (0.030) (0.027) (0.034) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
  December  Not Enough Food 0.206 0.259 0.209 0.280 0.202 0.234 
 (0.018) (0.017) (0.024) (0.022) (0.024) (0.024) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
  January Not Enough Food 0.206 0.259 0.209 0.280 0.202 0.234 
 (0.018) (0.017) (0.024) (0.022) (0.024) (0.024) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
  February Not Enough Food 0.218 0.235 0.257 0.237 0.170 0.234 
 (0.019) (0.022) (0.025) (0.027) (0.024) (0.032) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 


 
Table 29 Diversification Of Production & Income 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
% Of Farm Income In Total 
Income 


71.814 61.593 69.782 60.910 74.353 62.400 


 (2.829) (2.003) (2.520) (3.174) (5.583) (2.167) 
 [796.000] [781.000] [416.000] [397.000] [380.000] [384.000] 
Number Of Income Sources 0.626 0.657 0.640 0.634 0.608 0.684 
 (0.027) (0.028) (0.039) (0.034) (0.037) (0.036) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Number Of Non-Seasonal Income 
Sources 


0.435 0.454 0.411 0.414 0.465 0.501 


 (0.025) (0.025) (0.034) (0.028) (0.035) (0.036) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 


 
Table 30 Coping Strategies Index 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Coping Strategies Index 6.889 10.492 7.949 12.247 5.562 8.394 
 (0.393) (0.678) (0.551) (0.882) (0.469) (0.719) 
 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Number Of Times Adults 
Ate Yesterday 


1.890 1.666 1.843 1.589 1.948 1.758 


 (0.020) (0.029) (0.026) (0.035) (0.027) (0.032) 
 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Number of Times 
Children(<15 years) Ate 
Yesterday 


3.540 2.115 3.584 1.953 3.484 2.308 


 (0.088) (0.044) (0.136) (0.061) (0.104) (0.054) 
 [804.000] [785.000] [420.000] [401.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
 


Table 31 Food Consumption Score 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Food Consumption 
Score 


52.981 52.165 51.525 49.699 54.803 55.120 


 (0.769) (0.823) (0.881) (0.954) (1.104) (1.172) 







 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with FCS 0-
21 


0.018 0.028 0.023 0.039 0.012 0.014 


 (0.005) (0.007) (0.008) (0.011) (0.006) (0.007) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with FCS 
21.5 - 35 


0.094 0.116 0.110 0.147 0.073 0.079 


 (0.012) (0.014) (0.016) (0.019) (0.014) (0.017) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 
Fraction HH with FCS 
>35 


0.888 0.856 0.868 0.814 0.914 0.907 


 (0.013) (0.015) (0.017) (0.019) (0.015) (0.019) 
 [804.000] [786.000] [420.000] [402.000] [384.000] [384.000] 


 
Table 32 Nutritional Status Of Children Between 12-95 Months Old 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Child Age In Months 25.852 49.964 24.181 48.894 27.203 50.882 
 (1.373) (1.709) (2.327) (2.637) (1.654) (2.251) 
 [150.000] [151.000] [66.000] [69.000] [84.000] [82.000] 
Measured Child Gender 0 Male 1 
Female 


0.518 0.515 0.625 0.625 0.426 0.421 


 (0.039) (0.038) (0.066) (0.069) (0.054) (0.054) 
 [155.000] [155.000] [70.000] [70.000] [85.000] [85.000] 
Fraction Breastfed 0.617 0.197 0.622 0.140 0.612 0.246 
 (0.043) (0.037) (0.069) (0.042) (0.055) (0.050) 
 [155.000] [153.000] [70.000] [70.000] [85.000] [83.000] 
Fraction with Diarrhea in past 2 
weeks 


0.213 0.102 0.185 0.119 0.237 0.087 


 (0.042) (0.027) (0.054) (0.040) (0.054) (0.034) 
 [155.000] [153.000] [70.000] [70.000] [85.000] [83.000] 
Fraction Fever in past 2 weeks 0.533 0.477 0.484 0.495 0.575 0.461 
 (0.046) (0.047) (0.072) (0.064) (0.062) (0.062) 
 [155.000] [153.000] [70.000] [70.000] [85.000] [83.000] 
Weight-for-length/height z-score 0.848 0.848 0.779 0.779 0.910 0.910 
 (0.128) (0.132) (0.230) (0.239) (0.151) (0.151) 
 [149.000] [149.000] [69.000] [69.000] [80.000] [80.000] 
Fraction HH with Weight For 
Height Child 
Moderately_Undernourished  Z-
score between -2 and - 


0.016 0.016 0.017 0.017 0.015 0.015 


 (0.010) (0.010) (0.017) (0.017) (0.012) (0.012) 
 [149.000] [149.000] [69.000] [69.000] [80.000] [80.000] 
Fraction HH with Weight For 
Height Child 
Severely_Undernourished  Z-
score under -3 


0.014 0.014 0.030 0.030 0.000 0.000 


 (0.010) (0.010) (0.021) (0.021) (0.000) (0.000) 
 [149.000] [149.000] [69.000] [69.000] [80.000] [80.000] 
Length/height-for-age z-score -1.982 -1.982 -1.731 -1.731 -2.187 -2.187 
 (0.174) (0.174) (0.327) (0.332) (0.200) (0.200) 
 [148.000] [148.000] [65.000] [65.000] [83.000] [83.000] 
Fraction HH with Height For Age 
Child 


0.143 0.143 0.134 0.134 0.149 0.149 







Moderately_Undernourished  Z-
score between -2 and -3 
 (0.028) (0.028) (0.044) (0.043) (0.042) (0.042) 
 [148.000] [148.000] [65.000] [65.000] [83.000] [83.000] 
Fraction HH with Height For Age 
Child Severely_Undernourished  
Z-score under -3 


0.352 0.352 0.335 0.335 0.366 0.366 


 (0.041) (0.041) (0.070) (0.068) (0.054) (0.054) 
 [148.000] [148.000] [65.000] [65.000] [83.000] [83.000] 
Weight-for-age z-score -0.495 -0.495 -0.361 -0.361 -0.606 -0.606 
 (0.091) (0.093) (0.164) (0.160) (0.125) (0.125) 
 [148.000] [148.000] [66.000] [66.000] [82.000] [82.000] 
Fraction HH with Weight For Age 
Child 
Moderately_Undernourished  Z-
score between -2 and -3 


0.126 0.126 0.108 0.108 0.140 0.140 


 (0.028) (0.028) (0.050) (0.049) (0.036) (0.036) 
 [148.000] [148.000] [66.000] [66.000] [82.000] [82.000] 
Fraction HH with Weight For Age 
Child Severely_Undernourished  
Z-score under -3 


0.007 0.007 0.000 0.000 0.012 0.012 


 (0.006) (0.006) (0.000) (0.000) (0.012) (0.012) 
 [148.000] [148.000] [66.000] [66.000] [82.000] [82.000] 
       
 


Table 33 Nutritional Status Of Women In Reproductive Age 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Measured Female Age 32.978 35.024 32.044 34.246 34.090 35.943 
 (0.490) (0.450) (0.663) (0.611) (0.716) (0.682) 
 [422.000] [439.000] [213.000] [221.000] [209.000] [218.000] 
Fraction HH with Female 
Resp. Height < 145cm 


0.039 0.037 0.063 0.055 0.011 0.016 


 (0.009) (0.011) (0.016) (0.017) (0.007) (0.011) 
 [418.000] [439.000] [211.000] [221.000] [207.000] [218.000] 
Fraction HH with Female 
Resp. Weight < 45 kg 


0.091 0.081 0.103 0.101 0.078 0.058 


 (0.014) (0.015) (0.021) (0.024) (0.021) (0.016) 
 [418.000] [439.000] [211.000] [221.000] [207.000] [218.000] 
Body Mass Index Of One 
Female Household Member 
In Reproductive Age 


22.739 22.671 22.720 22.688 22.760 22.652 


 (0.180) (0.165) (0.238) (0.252) (0.251) (0.199) 
 [418.000] [439.000] [211.000] [221.000] [207.000] [218.000] 
Fraction HH Overweight (BMI 
> 25) 


0.175 0.188 0.177 0.179 0.173 0.197 


 (0.018) (0.021) (0.023) (0.026) (0.027) (0.027) 
 [422.000] [439.000] [213.000] [221.000] [209.000] [218.000] 
Fraction HH Mildly Thin (BMI 
= 17.0 - 18.4) 


0.036 0.041 0.031 0.047 0.041 0.034 


 (0.010) (0.011) (0.012) (0.015) (0.019) (0.015) 
 [422.000] [439.000] [213.000] [221.000] [209.000] [218.000] 
Fraction HH Moderately Thin 
(BMI = 16.0 - 16.9 ) 


0.012 0.011 0.008 0.015 0.017 0.007 







 (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.008) (0.010) (0.007) 
 [422.000] [439.000] [213.000] [221.000] [209.000] [218.000] 
Fraction HH Severely Thing 
(BMI < 16.0 K) 


0.011 0.002 0.010 0.000 0.013 0.005 


 (0.006) (0.002) (0.007) (0.000) (0.009) (0.005) 
 [422.000] [439.000] [213.000] [221.000] [209.000] [218.000] 
 


 
Improved Cassava Varieties 


 (F_B) (F_E) (NT_B) (NT_E) (T_B) (T_E) 
Fraction HH using CYIZERE 
Improved Variety 


0.512 0.538 0.516 0.581 0.507 0.494 


 (0.038) (0.042) (0.042) (0.044) (0.047) (0.052) 
 [804.000] [452.000] [420.000] [212.000] [384.000] [240.000] 
Fraction HH using 
RWIZIHIZA Improved 
Variety 


0.006 0.016 0.001 0.013 0.012 0.019 


 (0.003) (0.008) (0.001) (0.010) (0.006) (0.013) 
 [804.000] [452.000] [420.000] [212.000] [384.000] [240.000] 
Fraction HH using MAKOVA 
Improved Variety 


0.070 0.149 0.061 0.124 0.081 0.176 


 (0.015) (0.026) (0.015) (0.030) (0.020) (0.034) 
 [804.000] [452.000] [420.000] [212.000] [384.000] [240.000] 
Fraction HH using 
GARUKUSUBIRE  Improved 
Variety 


0.002 0.006 0.000 0.007 0.004 0.005 


 (0.002) (0.004) (0.000) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005) 
 [804.000] [452.000] [420.000] [212.000] [384.000] [240.000] 
Fraction HH using 
NDAMIRAMANA Improved 
Variety 


0.006 0.013 0.006 0.009 0.006 0.018 


 (0.003) (0.006) (0.004) (0.006) (0.004) (0.010) 
 [804.000] [452.000] [420.000] [212.000] [384.000] [240.000] 
Fraction HH using 
NGAKUNGAHAZE Improved 
Variety 


0.028 0.020 0.029 0.005 0.027 0.034 


 (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.005) (0.008) (0.014) 
 [804.000] [452.000] [420.000] [212.000] [384.000] [240.000] 
Fraction HH using 
IMITUBURANO Improved 
Variety 


0.177 0.138 0.173 0.098 0.182 0.179 


 (0.023) (0.020) (0.027) (0.022) (0.032) (0.033) 
 [804.000] [452.000] [420.000] [212.000] [384.000] [240.000] 
Fraction HH using 
RUTANIHISHYA Improved 
Variety 


0.080 0.083 0.081 0.076 0.077 0.089 


 (0.023) (0.025) (0.025) (0.024) (0.024) (0.031) 
 [804.000] [452.000] [420.000] [212.000] [384.000] [240.000] 
Fraction HH using MAVUTA 
Improved Variety 


0.087 0.033 0.084 0.035 0.090 0.031 


 (0.024) (0.014) (0.027) (0.015) (0.026) (0.016) 
 [804.000] [452.000] [420.000] [212.000] [384.000] [240.000] 
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Annex IX: Project-level end line assessment 
 
This Annex summarises the information per project from the food security programme of EKN. Each 
project is briefly discussed through a table that summarises the main data followed by the main findings 
from the interviews, and if applicable field visits and focus group discussions, during the baseline and 
end line visits. The projects are ordered in the chronological order of their project numbers. 
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1. Project 19160 - Skills Development and Employment Protection 
Project number 19160 Total project budget 


Total EKN grant 
EUR 7,931,000  
EUR 4,491,044  


Implementing 
organization 


GIZ 
(Deutsche Gesellschaft für 
Internationale 
Zusammenarbeit GmbH) 


Budget 2012-2015 
by EKN 
Project expenditure 
2012-2015 
Saldo 


EUR 1,506,044.25 
 
EUR 1,111,604 
 
EUR 506.406 (not 
claimed) 


Subject 
Project title used 
by project 
implementer  


Skills Development and Employment Protection 
Eco Emploi Program 
 


Period Start date: 1 March 2009             Expected end date: 28 February 2013                             
End date: 31 May 2013 


Short description The overall objective is to strengthen the SMEs and to promote employment 
opportunities outside the agricultural sector. The project focused especially on 
improving the employability of TVET (Technical and Vocational Education 
Training) graduates.    
The programme has two components: 
1. Support for policy development and hands-on implementation of economic 
strategies 
2. Support for the development of technical and vocational education system 
with the linkages to the labour market. 
 
Expected  Outputs: 
1. The public authorities (PA) and the private sector (PS) are in a structured 


dialogue on TVET issues and reach agreement on mutual design, shared 
responsibilities and joint management of the TVET system. 


2. A TVET strategy and an organizational framework for implementation are 
established and reflect the results of Public Private Dialogue (PPD).  


3. Decision makers in TVET better understand the labour market and its 
developments using various instruments. 


4. The professional initial training is directed towards the labour market 
demand. 


5. Professional further training is an integral instrument of the TVET system in 
both formal and non-formal areas.  


6. Teachers and Trainers are better trained and the institutional setup allows 
them to better perform their job  


7. The potentials of micro enterprises for both professional training and self-
employment are better exploited. 
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8. The project concepts and its implementation is coordinated with local and 
international development partners and possibilities of direct cooperation 
are identified and implemented. 


Expected  Outcome: 
1. A platform for the coordination of the public authorities and the private 


sector in the area of skills development is institutionalized and active. 
2. A mutually agreed TVET strategy between the PA and the PS is approved and 


in implementation. 
3. Labour market instruments are established and used. 
4. Curricula and Examinations are developed based on the needs expressed by 


the PS. 
5. Skills attained through professional training as well as prior experiential 


learning are recognized and lead to certification. 
6. A ToT concept is institutionalized, elaborated and implemented aiming at 


better trainer attraction and retention 
7. Specific measures to strengthen micro enterprises are implemented. 
8. Specific possibilities of direct cooperation with development partners have 


been identified and implemented. 
Intervention 
description 


The project aims for a better TVET system in which the people of Rwanda are 
better trained. The idea is that when people have better vocational training 
they will start more and better businesses (modern technologies, better 
understanding of labour market). This way the private sector will strengthen. 
Further on improvement of technical skills of students will increase their 
knowledge and their chances of employability. 


Issues - The project combines investment in education through development of 
skills with better economic understanding by direct collaboration with 
private and public sector, in order to protect and create employment. The 
project focused mainly on off-farming jobs to broaden the opportunities 
outside the agriculture sector. However the project did involve agro-
processing and post-harvest activities to offer participants insights in value 
addition of agriculture products and to learn how to transform agriculture 
raw products. The link with food security remained indirect.  


- Farmers were not a direct target group. Therefore the project did not  
mention farmer income.  


- The number of people trained are mentioned, but it is not clear how many 
people actually received a job or improved their career as a result of the 
training.  The final report mentions that the job creation in Rwanda 
increased from 155,394 in 2010 to 224,736 in 2013 (69.342 jobs were 
created). The target was to reach 175,394 in 2013 (20.000 jobs). It is 
mentioned in the final report that participants were able to improve their 
skills, production has increased in existing enterprises,  there is better 
performing staff and unemployed participants have entered into income 
generating activities. However it is not clear what the direct influences was 
of GIZ to the increase of jobs and how many participating people in the 
programme were unemployed at baseline, in order to contribute the 
success to GIZ.  
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- The possible intervention logic of ‘receiving training => have a long lasting 
job => increase income => buy more food’ is weak in this case since there 
are no data of job creation through the TVET project. However the project 
has given beneficiaries better options to improve their livelihood and job 
options in the long term, which might in the future contribute to increased 
food security. 


- Project is mainly based on earlier MASP with a focus on economic 
development. Food security was therefore not a direct goal. 


- Indirect effects are possible but not specified: If farmers are involved in the 
project and their business profits from the training the availability of food 
could increase. Also if their business expands they could hire more people 
and provide them with an income. 


-  
 
In total 10,087 people were trained as a result of the vocational training and labour market component 
of which 4,815 were women (48%). No number of beneficiaries was mentioned in the BEMO as indicator 
beforehand. However the final report of GIZ states that at baseline 0 people participated in the training 
and the target was to train 3,000 people, of which 25% women. This target has largely been met. The 
target group of the intervention were entrepreneurs, employees, self-employed and job-seekers in 
selected sectors (outside agriculture). The scope of the project covered the whole country of Rwanda. It 
is however a future lesson for EKN to have an own baseline study with clear targets upfront in the BEMO 
in order to put results in perspective.  
 
The following observations can be made on the various outputs and outcomes. 
1. Platform to support dialogue 
In line with the expected output a structured Public Private Dialogue (PPD) is established and a PPD 
Secretariat was launched. The Secretariat has received support in the form of training courses and 
information events have been carried out, while dialogue processes and structures have been established 
at national and local levels . The platform worked well with WDA (public actors). The joint Workforce  
Development Authority (WDA) and Eco-Emploi “Upgrade Your Skills (UYS) initiative achieved results, 
through upgrading the existing skills of trainees, to deliver better quality in services in the Rwandan 
economy; increasing the employability of persons trained by the private sector; and by increasing 
productivity due to improved quality of work in private companies.  GIZ together with WDA and other 
development partners formed the TOT Task Force, which is managed by GIZ and WDA in order to have 
working meetings on a regular basis and involve other parties such as  Technical and Vocational Schools 
Association (TEVSA) more closely. The extent to which agreements are reached and that there is a joint 
management is difficult to measure. Since October 2012, the platforms are installed. There are now 
several Sector Skills Councils (SSC) for the sectors tourism, mining, ICT, agriculture, financial services, 
energy, processing industries and media and arts. We learned that GIZ assisted the PPD with the design 
of a framework and is helping with the management of SSC. GIZ shares the SSC and is trying to support 
them were possible. The expected outcome has partially been achieved. There is a platform and room for 
dialogue and private sector is involved. But at end line in 2016 we learned that the platforms are not yet 
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fully operational and that the private sector could be more active. A note is that SSC still seems to be 
considered as a relative new concept in Rwanda and still seems to face some challenges 
 
 
 
2. Strategy for TVET 


Another output of the project was to define a strategy for TVET. At the beginning of the project, there 
were a lot of strategies and drafts on the table. During that process, there were many bilateral discussions 
and lessons learnt. In the beginning, discussions were not very structured and there were lots of 
discussions with stakeholders and companies. The SSC define profiles, curriculum and examination 
methods. The  Sector Skills Councils give a very clear strategy and there is also a technical working group 
on TVET that has been set up. GIZ chairs that group. There is also PPD dialogue in each 30 districts and 
Kigali. TVET is a major priority for the GoR and in EDPRS II as well as apprenticeship. There is an important 
commitment today on this topic and it strengthens every day. Still, as GIZ sees it, one of the biggest issues 
is the lack of coordination. Multi-stakeholders dialogue is necessary in order to avoid overlap of activities.  
The outcomes and outputs have been achieved there is a mutually agreed TVET strategy and 
organizational framework as a result of the Public Private Dialogue (output).  
 
3. Labour instruments 


The aim was to set up a National Employment Agency. There was quite some consultant work done on 
this topic but there was no real decision made by the authorities. So, GIZ decided to start with a small 
employment centre in Kigali. The centre was launched in May 2013 and involves career guidance, 
development counselling, preparation for interviews, entrepreneurship classes, IT courses. In 2016 the 
Kigali Employment Center is still operational.  Activities involve: find jobs for job seekers, income 
collection, trainings on how to conduct job interviews and how to write job applications, do research etc. 
However from the interview with GIZ we learned that there is still no National Employment Agency. The 
GoR has the ambition to scale up the Kigali Employment Center in the future to a National Employment 
Agency. 
Another component in developing labour market instruments is the setting up of a LMIS – Labour Market 
Information System. It first started with WDA and then shifted to RDB (Rwandan Development Board). 
The LMIS seems to be operational as we learned from visiting the visit of RDB and the own website of 
LMIS providing data, statistics of the labour market and reports.  In line with the outputs decision makers 
in TVET better understand the labour market and labour market instruments are established. The 
expected outcome to establish labour market instruments has partially been met. There is LMIS, but the 
expected National Employment Agency has not been created.   
 
4. Development of curricula 
According to the final report the Sector Skills Council together with TEVSA, WDA and the master trainer 
together developed training for trainers working in vocational schools. However work was more focused 
on the accreditation of courses by WDA; work was done on Quality Assurance. It is linked with LMIS to 
ensure that curricula are developed based on the information available. The output to direct professional 
training towards the labour market has been met. Also the outcome is achieved with curricula and 
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examinations that are developed based on the needs of the private sector. A note for improvement is to 
monitor and report more back about concrete numbers of developed curricula and examinations. 
 
5. Professional further training and certification 
Representatives of private sector play a role in collaboration with WDA to develop training of trainer 
courses for instructors working in vocational schools and enterprises. The collaboration with TEVESA has 
led to the increasing of the number of its member schools from 37 to 59.55% of all private vocational 
institutions were members of TEVESA by 2013. More than 1.000 teachers from different schools received 
further training to exchange ideas and learn together. The output to reach professionals in formal and 
non-formal areas has been met. It is not clear how many TVET certificates have been issued. This makes 
it difficult to measure the achieved outcome.  The outcome is therefore unknown. 
 
6. Trainers and teachers 
GIZ also provided an important support to WDA on ToT. After training the teachers and trainers, GIZ 
supports them three times a year. This programme was also the first in Rwanda to focus on training in the 
industry. As part of the ‘Upgrade Your Skills (UYS)’ initiative supporting public and private training 
providers 9,034 trainers, including 4,657 women (52%), received further training. There was also an 
important portion of women in the programme and it shows that technical jobs are also for women. 
Teachers and trainers are better trained which enables them to better perform their jobs (output is met). 
Also the ToT concept is institutionalized. We did not receive information about attraction and retention 
of trainers and cannot comment on the achievement of this part of the outcome.  
 
7. Micro enterprises are implemented 
27 people followed the Creation of Entreprises – Formation of Entrepreneurs (CEFE) courses. 6 of them 
put their business ideas into effect and are running their own business. 14 participants found positions 
for which they are appropriately qualified. 
Courses conducted in cooperation with the Rwandan Bureau of Standards (RBS) brought improvements 
in products and quality, and enabled the certification of processed fruit-juice, milk products as well as 
coffee and maize-meal. The processing of agriculture products opened up new sales markets and income-
earning opportunities for rural producers through the supply of their raw products to the processing 
enterprises. Micro enterprises were implemented even contributing to the food processing sector. It 
remains difficult to state to what degree the targets have been met, since there are no baseline figures 
and numbers of the achieved results. We can state that with the project as a whole efforts have been 
made to exploit self-employment for micro enterprises. However the scale seems to be very small with 
only 27 people trained for the creation of an enterprise, compared to more than 9.000 people trained. 
The achieved outputs and outcomes are in our opinion not sufficient. 
 
8. Implementation with local and international development partners 
The programme involved the use of international and national, long-term and short-term experts, 
integrated experts, development workers, national experts and experts from SES (Senior Experts 
Services). The expected outputs and outcomes have been met. 
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General impact of the program 
Impact on improvement of the business climate, improvement of skills, setting up of a ToT strategy, SMEs 
improvement and extension of the TVET strategy to public schools. There has been quite an important 
achievement on this part as there is now a strategy for TVET and GIZ has developed a showcase and pilot 
which is being introduced in the system. The strategy also serves GoR. There are now 5 competence 
centres. The project did make a contribution to improving the qualifications of young women and men in 
Rwanda, who therefore have better access to more productive employment and a more secure income.  
 
Food security and co-funding by EKN 
The project started in 2009 and continued up to March 2016 (the last 3 years without contribution of 
EKN). One could wonder whether the support of EKN was really needed as the programme started already 
earlier and is still continuing. In fact, EKN enabled to have a much larger scale of the program. GIZ also 
saw that, as a consequence, they received more money from BMZ as the programme has proven 
successful. At baseline GIZ mentioned to also look at upscale of the initiatives with other partners and 
donors. GIZ offers structure and processes to donors and part of the staff works daily in the ministries or 
at public authorities and really supports the GoR in developing TVET. The programme is active at different 
levels: macro, meso and micro. With regards to food security, the programme was designed before the 
launch of the food security programme of EKN. So, the focus was not especially on food security or 
agriculture. However, as the programme focuses on improving skills and education, it also impacts the 
food and agriculture sector as it is the most important sector in Rwanda. Trainings in SMEs and agri-
businesses make up a large proportion of the activities of the project. An important contribution of the 
project is the certification of processing of agriculture products, opening up new sales markets and 
income-earning opportunities for rural producers. The revenue of enterprises in food processing went 
from 89,000,000 RWF at baseline (2011) to 218,000,000 RWF in 2013. The total increase in turnover was 
120,000,000 RWF (€ 130,000). The final report also mentions that at baseline 16 supermarket in the food 
processing sector existed, rising up to 106 supermarkets at end line. In the future, agro-processing will 
gain importance and it will be needed to support jobs in farms. The focus on food security came later and 
is indirect.  For GIZ the food sector is not its first focus, even though the sector is big. Improvement of 
food security is an indirect effect of the programme.  
 
Sustainability 


The sustainability of the project was taken into account by assuring the co-ownership with local 
institutions in the public and private sector. The project activities were jointly planned with the partners 
who were reported to show ownership.  The final report mentions however that due to their financial 
capacity, the Rwandan private sector organizations remained comparatively weak. In the future it is 
recommended by GIZ to put great emphasize on institutional capacity building for private sector 
organizations, chambres, associations, private vocational schools and TEVESA.  
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2. Project 19462 – PAREF NL-1 
Project number 19462 Total project budget 


Total EKN grant  
EUR. 9,900,000 
EUR 9,856,242 


Implementing 
organization 


Rwanda Natural Resources 
Authority (RNRA), 
established by the Ministry 
of Natural Resources, 
assisted by BTC - 
Coopération Technique 
Belge - Représentation au 
Rwanda 


Budget 2012-2015 
by EKN 
 
Project expenditure 
2012-2015 
 
Saldo 


EUR 1,826,813.72 
 
 
4.54 billion RwF or 5.68 
million Euros 
 
EUR -61.616  
(31-03-2013) 


Subject 
 
Project title used 
by project 
implementer  


PAREF I - Programme d’Appui à la Reforestation de 9 Districts des Provinces du 
Nord et Ouest du Rwanda 
PAREF II/PAREF NL-1 
 


Period Start date: December 2008 
End date: March 2013 


Short description Project objective: Quantitative and qualitative degradation of forest resources is 
controlled and Rwanda's needs for wood fuel are better met.  
The overall objective of the project was the implementation of the National 
Forest Policy in order to contribute to poverty reduction, economic growth and 
environmental protection. Three specific results were defined: 
(i) Institutional capacities at the decentralized level regarding reforestation 


and management of forestry resources are reinforced – Partly achieved 
at output level:  
-training of District Forestry Officers and technical staff on nursing 
techniques, planting and harvesting, as well as financial planning went 
according to plan;  
-District Forestry Management Plans were submitted late and of 
insufficient quality. The project duration was not sufficient to allow 
improvement of these Plans.  
No information available about outcome level. 


(ii) The forest resources in 9 districts (7 in western and 2 in northern 
province) are increased and diversified and their management 
improved – Achieved at output level: The intended area of 
reforestation was almost fully realised.  
No information available about outcome level. 


(iii) A better valorisation of forest products should be assured – Achieved at 
output level: 90 charcoal makers were trained, covering all nine project 
districts 
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No information available about outcome/impact level, as this is 
dependent on the maturing of the trees that will be used for charcoal 
making, which would first be possible only 7 years after planting. 


Intervention 
description 


1. Plant trees on new lands or convert forests which have become 
unproductive belonging to the public domain: 10.000 hectares of 
reforestation. 


2. Build capacity of districts in implementing biomass energy plantations 
operations management and the application of relevant rules and 
regulation regarding decentralized forest management. 


3. Organise and train groups of charcoal makers in using more efficient and 
less polluting techniques for charcoal making. 


Issues One risk for the sustainability of results not resolved: 
• Some roadside plantations were created due to difficult access to more 


ideal planting sites, which may be less sustainable than more remote 
plantations, because they are more vulnerable to over-exploitation. 


 
For many years, the balance between supply and demand for fuel wood (firewood, charcoal) is widely at 
deficit, and this trend continues to worsen particularly because of continued population growth in the 
country. The deficit in 2002 was estimated at more than 6.7 million cubic meters. This being the case, that 
program took the direction of focusing its intervention on increasing the productive forest areas available, 
on one hand, and on a better utilization of fuel wood production, on the other hand. Under the program, 
it was decided to plant trees on new lands or convert forests which have become unproductive belonging 
to the public domain.  
 
Most of the objectives of the project were achieved except those on capacity building where targets were 
not fully met. Specifically, the trainings took place, but the new District Forest Management Plans (DFMPs) 
were not of sufficient quality, showing that the desired effect was not fully achieved. Capacity building 
during the first project was also an issue due to the lack of resources at RNRA and its reorganization. 
District management objectives were not fully met. At the end of the project (by April 20131), the financial 
execution rate of the project was 99.28%. The budget got an audit report without observations from the 
Office of Auditor General of Rwanda. 
 
The following observations can be made on the various outputs: 
With regards to result (i), several trainings and capacity building exercises were organized. They trained 
District Forestry Officers (DFO) and technical staff on nursing techniques, planting and harvesting. 
Capacity building needs were also defined on an ad hoc basis which means that needs were discussed at 


                                                           
1 The operational life of the project was originally set at 3 years, with the last commitments to be completed no later 
than 31/12/2011 and was foreseen to be closed no later than 30/06/2012. Based on the MTR recommendations to 
extend of the actual project phase till 31/12/2012 and the endorsement of these recommendations by the Steering 
Committee during its meeting of 29 September 2011, the PMU (after a request from the SC and EKN) developed an 
operational and financial planning (action plan 2012/13) for the period 1 January 2012 to 15 February 2013. This 
effectively extended the operational life of the project with 7.5 months, with field activities to be halted by 30 
September 2012.  
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district level and there was no global/general plan on that matter. Trainings were also attended by the 
ministry staff (DFNC which became RNRA). Trainings dealt also with financial planning. Finally, this 
component also involved the setting up of District Forestry Management Plans. Results on that matter 
were not fully met as the project obtained the soft copies of the DFMPs for PAREF NL districts in May 
2012. A first assessment of their accuracy was not satisfactory. In order to use them, let alone develop 
management tools for them, they would first have to be refined and updated. This could only be done 
after a national forest cover mapping update, PAREF NL area measurement and a National Inventory. As 
the mapping update was finalized by December 2012 and National Inventory not yet implemented, there 
was no time to update/refine plans. As this was realised by end 2012, there was no time to develop tools. 
Furthermore the project an inventory is needed and a cadaster regarding boundaries of different types of 
forest land (e.g. public, private, district etc). As the forest law and rules/regulations to base the 
development of management tools on were not yet approved and/or developed, training and making of 
training material (modules, guidelines) could not be implemented and training on the topic not 
implemented within the project period. 
 
With regards to result (ii), the national cover mapping was updated by the end of 2012 and all district 
maps were also updated. Targets with regards to forest coverage were met as well. Based on the update 
of the national forest cover, it is currently accepted that the national forest cover is approximately 673,516 
ha or about 28.29 % of the country with a large proportion of shrub lands and badly managed plantations. 
These figures are based on national land area, excluding lakes and including all areas up to 0.25 ha. If the 
results of the preceding project PAREF BE-1 (2,923 ha) and the current one, PAREF NL-1 (9,422 ha), are 
added, the forest cover has increased 0.52 % up to 28.81 %. Based on the original method of plantation 
measurement (1 hectare = 1600 plants) the project achieved 10,524 ha. In order to GPS measure all PAREF 
NL sites, the project launched in February 2012 an intensive mapping campaign, involving District DFOs, 
Operators and GIS specialists. Most sites (93%) were GPS measured and corrected for slopes. The total 
reforested area achieved is 9,422 ha (94%).  
 
With regards to result (iii), people in districts were trained in improved carbonization techniques and 
proper exploitation techniques. Still, valorisation will need some more time as most plantations were 
made in 2010-2012 and trees need 7 years to grow before harvesting, so impacts will be felt later on and 
could not be fully measured at this stage. Impact will only be seen when charcoal makers will have to 
exercise the new techniques by themselves. A charcoal making census was held in all 9 project districts 
and 90 charcoal makers (3 of them women) in 18 cooperatives were trained. According to the impression 
of trainees, the use of a more modern carbonization technique has doubled the quantity of charcoal; 
much improved the quality of charcoal produced, reduced by 2 the carbonization process time and 
drastically reduced CO2 emissions. When the follow-up project PAREF NL-2 (25195, see below) started in 
August 2013, all the 18 trained cooperatives were still working without any support. In total, these 
cooperatives have 511 members. 
 
Challenges faced 
• The major challenge faced by the project was the relatively short period in which activities, especially 


10,000 ha of reforestation had to be done. If nurseries cannot be established in time, a whole planting 
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season of 1 year (project year) can be lost. As the project was carried out in co-management start-up 
procedures were taking longer than usual (long public tendering for almost all activities 3 - 6 months 
or more). 


• This is in combination with the fact that reforestation is a seasonal process that has a limited window 
of opportunity during the year. This happened to PAREF NL and first major plantations were done one 
year after start up. 


• Due to the fact that existing DFMPs were below expected quality, the forest law not yet approved and 
rules and regulations thus not developed, the projects’ objectives in terms of management systems 
development for biomass energy plantations and participatory forest management training were not 
attainable. 


• The short execution period of the project has forced the project to abandon young plantations before 
arriving at a stage where protection and maintenance is no longer necessary. This concerned 
especially the trees planted in 2012.  


 
Beneficiaries 


For the "Institutional Support" component (result i): 


Direct beneficiaries 


The central and decentralized government services (MINIRENA and RNRA) and local authorities 
represented by the 9 districts in the project, have been reinforced at least to some extent by both detailed 
support (including the technical and methodological guides for carrying out reforestation activities, 
plantation management plans, procedures for contracting the plantation management and mapping), and 
by training on the effectiveness of the implementation of interventions (mayors, executive secretaries, 
managers and foresters). The State and districts, through the establishment of the forestry taxation 
system, will benefit from the 7th year, revenues of at least RWF 225 million /year for supporting various 
forest funds (at central and decentralized levels).  


 


Indirect beneficiaries  


A significant proportion of the population in 9 districts (that is about 2.8 million people) have received 
information relating to the economic role of forest resources will adopt new attitudes towards its 
environment in general and forest resources, in particular. Other indirect beneficiaries are: 


• MINIRENA executives as well as those of MININFRA (for energy aspects) and MINAGRI; 


• The technical and administrative executives of the 9 districts; 


• Organizations of wood industry (timber producers, operators, charcoal producers, transporters, 
wholesale and retail traders); 


• Research centres (ISAR IRST, C-GIS, etc.) and all other person interested in seeking information on 
the forestry sector.  


 


For the "Forestation" component (result ii): 


Direct beneficiaries 
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Jobs and incomes increased through:  


• the remuneration of more than 3 million days of work over the whole duration of the project, 
through intensive work labour (HIMO)2; 


• creation of at least 4,000 jobs for loggers and charcoal producers starting from the 7th year; and  


• the organization, recognition and structuring forest management groups for the execution of the 
plantations, management reforested sites, the harvesting, processing and marketing of fuel wood.  


 


Indirect beneficiaries  


Urban populations may be regarded as indirect beneficiaries because the project contributed to securing 
their domestic fuel supply (estimated at up to 8% of the domestic consumption in charcoal and 3% in 
terms of consumption of fire wood). 


 


For the component "Improving the valorisation of fuel wood" (result iii): 


Direct beneficiaries  


With the adoption of improved carbonization techniques, the charcoal producers will see their incomes 
rising by more than 50% following the improvement of the carbonization output which will increase from 
12 to 20%.  


The forest heritage of the State and District will take advantage of a comparable reduction of the 
exploitation pressure.  


 


Indirect beneficiaries  
Improved efficiency in wood processing techniques in charcoal will benefit all users since increased supply 
should help to limit the risk of shortages and higher prices to consumers 
 
Impact on food security 
At the time of the baseline interview, BTC was not aware that the project fell under the food security 
programme of EKN. It is worth stressing that the PAREF-BE programme falls under the ‘energy’ dimension 
of the Belgian Cooperation program. So, BTC does not identify direct effects on food security for this type 
of project.  
Still, the project has indirect effects on food security. The reforestation is performed under the HIMO 
approach which means that the local population will earn money and will be able to spend it on food. BTC 
has surveyedbeneficiaries and it seems that money earned via HIMO is mainly spent on food, education 
and weddings. Less tangible, but possible more sustainable results from the project reported by BTC are: 


                                                           
2 The most vulnerable persons, such as: "landless”, unemployed youth and women particularly benefited from these 
jobs. The production of forestry and agro-forestry seedlings in addition to that contracted under the intervention 
will be facilitated, will generate additional incomes and consolidate the sustainability of nurseries. 
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• the training of HIMO workers in forestry techniques, which is expected to result in at least some 
jobs due increase “employability” in the (increased) forestry sector3; 


• the experience of HIMO workers with financial institutions and having a bank account; 
• the employment of many women through HIMO (48% of all HIMO workers on the project), which 


TC has found to allow them to acquire some social and financial independence. 
 
Another impact is that production processes evolve and yield is increased in agro-forestry by the local 
population. The newly planted trees prevent erosion, thereby saving fertile land for agricultural purposes 
and allowing for higher agricultural production than would have been possible without the project.  
 
Finally, the efficiency of charcoal production the project area has been significantly increased, allowing 
for higher production, lower market prices, less shortages and less CO2 exhaust per kg of charcoal 
produced. These effects benefit the charcoal makers primarily by increasing their incomes. Also, buyers 
of charcoal are expected to benefit, because of the lower prices, freeing up more of their income for food 
purchases. 
 
Sustainability of results (as reported by BTC, some conclusions added by the authors): 


• Due to the fact that existing DFMPs were below expected quality, the forest law not yet approved 
and rules and regulations thus not developed, the projects’ objectives in terms of development 
of management systems for biomass energy plantations and participatory forest management 
training were not attainable. Activities like DFMP revision, development of rules and regulations 
transferred to Phase 2 (Project 25195 PAREF NL-2, discussed below in this Annex). 


• Destruction of young plantations by animals especially in Gishwati area and sites approaching the 
Volcanoes National Park in Musanze district obliged the project to put a lot of emphasis on 
protection. Also the trees planted along roadsides and lakesides have suffered from the activities 
of agriculture and livestock in the majority of the districts. A more participatory approach build in 
phase 2. 


• The short execution period of the project has forced the project to abandon young plantations 
before arriving at a stage were protection and maintenance is no longer necessary. This concerned 
especially the trees planted in 2012. Protection included in Phase 2. 


• The institutional anchoring of the project was weak. This was mainly due to constant changes in 
the department institutional settings, a lack of a large number of properly trained staff for several 
positions, a Chief Budget Officer located at Ministerial level and not RNRA/DFNC level, and a 
separate project location. This has also negatively affected project results/outputs as the project 
was perceived as something outside the department, like an operator that cannot be fully trusted 
and thus not owned. This has improved in the PAREF NL-2 project. 


• Shortage of public lands in some districts like Musanze and Burera has been a big challenge 
regarding realization of the planned biomass energy plantation area. On other hand, the project 
was confronted with a lot of very small sites and long transport distances to reach them. This 
consumed a lot of time and money during the site identification, preparation and tree planting 


                                                           
3 BTC has registered that some private tree nurseries were established by people trained on the project. 
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activities. The project in these situations concentrated on Roadside plantations, which may be 
less sustainable than more remote plantations, because they are more vulnerable to over-
exploitation. 


 
While the first four sustainability risks reported above have been remedied in the follow-up project (25195 
– PAREF NL-2), the last one has not. 
 


 
 
Self-reported results, as submitted by the Belgian Technical Cooperation 


Result 1 


OVIs Progress as per 31st March 2013 


Achievement rate for 
reforestation objectives of 
the project is more than 
90% in the 9 districts at the 
end of the project. 


Achieved: Based on the original TFF method of plantation measurement (1 hectare 
= 1600 plants) the project achieved 10,524 ha. In February 2012 the project launched 
an intensive mapping campaign, involving District DFOs, Operators and GIS 
specialists, in order to measure all 1,525 PAREF Nl sites. 1,424 sites were GPS 
measured and corrected for slopes. 101 sites in Nyamasheke are not yet measured. 
The total GPS project area achieved is 9,422 ha or 94% (non-measured 585 ha is 
included in this figure) 


Number of staff trained in 
districts in implementing 
biomass energy plantations 
operations management 
and the application of 
relevant rules and 
regulation regarding 
decentralized forest 
management. 


Partly achieved: Several training/capacity building exercises on sustainable forest 
management where held for all project and district DFO staff. The topics where tree 
measurement, forest inventory and stand management, exploitation, and 
decentralized management. The training sessions where attended by project field 
staff, department DFOs from all 9 districts and representatives from DFNC HQ. 
Furthermore several financial planning/training programmes were implemented for 
District financial and FD staff. 
The project obtained the soft copies of the DFMPs for PAREF NL districts in May 
2012. A first assessment of their accuracy was not satisfactory. In order to use them, 
let alone develop management tools for them, they would first have to be refined and 
updated. This could only be done after a national forest cover mapping update, 
PAREF Nl area measurement and a National Inventory. As the mapping update was 
finalized by December 2012 and National Inventory not yet implemented, there was 
no time to update/refine plans. 
As the forest law and rules/regulations to base the development of management tools 
on were not yet approved and/or developed, training and making of training material 
(modules, guidelines) could not be implemented and training on the topic not 
implemented. 


Updated situation of 
forestry assets of the 9 
districts available. 


Mostly achieved: All district and sector maps regarding Forest cover are updated by 
using 2008-10 ortho photos.  The control mission was carried out and the final report 
of the C-GIS was approved in February 2013. The final report was produced and 
validated. Two sets of maps (902 maps) and 10 maps of Rwanda forest cover were 
printed (Rwanda, Provinces, Districts and Sectors) in March. All data was put on a 
DVD (Maps in PDF, Maps for Web mapping and GIS data). For Western province 
the forest cover (without lakes and including shrub land) is 146,157 ha or 30.01 %. 
For the 2 Northern provinces Burera and Musanze the forest cover (without lakes 
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Result 2 


 


Result 3 


and including shrub land) it is 23,169 ha or 21 %. The average for the whole project 
are is about 24.26%. These figures are without the established PAREF plantations. 
Adding would increase the average cover for the project area with 1.34 % to 
25.6%. 


The management tools to 
manage the created 
biomass energy plantations 
are available  


Not achieved:  The project obtained the softcopies of the DFMPs for PAREF NL 
districts in May 2012. A first assessment of their accuracy was not satisfactory. In 
order to use them, let alone develop management tools for them, they first have to 
be refined and updated. It is important that the national mapping update and PAREF 
NL area measurement and control is finalized. As this was realized by end 2012, there 
was time to develop tools. Furthermore the PAREF Be-2 inventory is needed and a 
cadaster regarding boundaries of different types of forest land (e.g. public, private, 
district etc) 


As the forest law and rules/regulations to base the development of management tools 
on were not yet approved and/or developed, training and making of training material 
(modules, guidelines) could not be implemented and training on the topic not 
implemented.. 


A framework of operational 
dialog regrouping in a 
regular way stakeholders in 
the forestry sector at the 
district level (JAF, joint 
forest action) 


Achieved: JAF meetings were held regularly in all project districts. The project 
actively supported the forest dialog in the districts, by supporting JAF meetings 
(funding through district accounts), attending JAF meetings by project staff and 
supporting of community planting days (Umuganda). Though the framework of 
operational dialog is firmly established, it remains to be seen of meetings will continue 
in the same way as during project support. 


OVIs Progress as per 31st 2013 


10.000 hectare of reforestation 
for the production of wood 
energy. 
 


Achieved: Based on original method of plantation measurement (1 hectare = 
1600 plants) the project achieved 10,524 ha. The project launched in 2012 an 
intensive mapping campaign, involving District DFOs, Operators and GIS 
specialists, in order to measure all PAREF Nl sites. All sites were GPS 
measured and corrected for slopes. The total GPS project area achieved is 
9,422 ha. The difference of about 1,100 ha is due to the fact that in some areas 
planting distances were less than 2.5*2.5 m, thus increasing the number of 
plants per ha GPS measured. 


Success rate of plantations at 
the end of project ≥ 80%  


Achieved: Based on control missions by the project management and GPS 
crews. The success rate of all plantation visited was well above 80 %. The 
technical part of the specific audit for Nyamasheke and Rusizi put the rate in 
these districts well above 90%. (RUMA 2012) 


Number of recorded operators, 
trained, contracted for 
implementation, maintenance 
and management of plantations 


Completed: A total of 4 operator contracts were signed and their staff was 
trained. For 3 of the operators the contracts were assessed positively (ACD, 
EMS and Turwayubukene) and the final 15 % paid in full. For the 4th 
contractor ASSEPAGEL, the project withheld 7 % of the final payment as 
prescribed planting distances were not followed in quiet a number of planting 
sites. 
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OVIs Progress as per 31st 2013 


Number of organized and 
supported groups of charcoal 
makers 


Achieved: A census was held in all 9 project districts. A total of 3 cooperatives, 
8 associations and 129 teams with a total of 1,364 members and 1,476 individual 
charcoal makers were identified and a database established. 90 charcoal makers 
(including 3 women) were organized in 9 groups, 1 per district. Each group 
received organizational (cooperative management) and material support. In 
order to sustain the organizations in the coming years, future support and follow 
up is needed. 


Number of trained charcoal 
makers in improved 
carbonization techniques 


Achieved: 90 charcoal makers (10 per district) trained in improved 
carbonization techniques and proper exploitation techniques 


Percentage of acceptance by 
charcoal makers of the 
Casamance kiln at the level 
of the 9 districts 


Achieved: According to the impression of trainees, the use of a more modern 
carbonization technique has doubled the quantity of charcoal, much improved 
the quality of charcoal produced, the carbonization process time has been 
reduced by 2 and pollution drastically reduced. The trainees also observed the 
recovery of creosote water and tar, which has an added value and can be sold 
and used as treatment of timber. Acceptance to use the kiln was 100%. However 
further follow up in the years to come will tell how many of them will continue 
to use the kiln 
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3. Project 19815 - PROSKID 
Project number 19815 Total project budget 


Total EKN grant 
EUR 4,200,000 
EUR 3,990,000 
 


Implementing 
organization 


Private Sector Federation Budget 2012-2015 by 
EKN 
Project expenditure 
2009-2013 
Saldo 


EUR 1,950,000 
 
 
EUR 3,978,044 
 
EUR 221, 956 
(31-12-2013) 


Subject PROSKID - Promotion of skills development in partnership with the private 
sector 


Project title used 
by project 
implementer 


PROSKID 


Period Start date : 1 July 2009  


End date : 31 December 2013 


Short description Overall objective of the project is to support SME's growth through facilitating 
access to credit and assistance with management matters. The project also 
includes the promotion of technical and professional education, with a focus on 
apprenticeship/dual training and cooperation between public and private 
sector.  


Specific objectives are : 


• Promotion and stimulation of entrepreneurship  
• Setting up a network with specific results between enterprises and 


schools 
• Improving employability of students from ETFP  
• Promoting self-employment and entrepreneurship 
• Promoting public-private dialogue 
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Expected outcomes:  


A. At country level : 


A1. Education is aligned with market's needs [target : 12% of employers are 
satisfied with student's performance] – No information available: PSF did 
not perform a survey. 


A2. Improvement of innovation capacity in the private sector [n.a.] – No 
information available 


B. At Embassy level (Note: it appears these expected results were requested by 
EKN) : 


B1. Specific sectors are identified for focusing the ETFP and the needs of those 
sectors are known. [revised curricula] – No information available 


B2. Effective and efficient collaboration between private sector and technical 
schools. [target : 10 professionals from private sector involved ] – No 
information available 


B3. International donors are aligned with ETFP's strategy [target : 80% of 
international donors aligned] – Partly achieved: not all donors have a 
strategic plan on the topic. 


B4. Improvement of entrepreneurs' competencies and knowledge [number of 
women starting their company] – No information available 


Expected outputs: 


C. Business plans competition : 


C1. Increase in the number of SMEs participating [target : + 50%] – No 
information available: baseline is not defined, so increase cannot be 
measured. 


C2. Increase in the number of SMEs receiving technical assistance in developing 
their business plan [target : +50%] – No information available: baseline is not 
defined, so increase cannot be measured. 


C3. Reinforcement of competencies and knowledge with regards to business 
management [target : 100% of winning SMEs receive technical assistance] - 
Achieved 


C4. Production of a report on the impact of the business plan competition [n.a] - 
Achieved 


D. At education level : 
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D1. Identification of trainers/teachers in private companies [target : 10 tutors 
identified] – No information available 


D2. At the end of their curriculum, students are 'placed' in a company for 
practice [data need to be developed] – No information available 


D3. Designed courses for the Chamber of Industry [target : 1 training/year for 
the employees of the Chamber] – Not achieved: only information sessions, 
no proper training 


D4. Generic competencies needed by companies are defined [compilation of 
competences] – Not achieved 


E. On promoting dialogue around ETFP :  


E1. Policy ETFP takes the private sector's needs into account [number of revised 
curricula] – No information available 


E.2 Survey on companies involved in training is performed [report] – Achieved 


E3. Reaching and signing agreement between PSF and main ministries involved 
in ETFP - Achieved 


E4. Operationalization of employers' forum [4 meetings/year] - Achieved 


3 main components of the project: (i) promotion of entrepreneurship towards 
students and SMEs via business plan competition, (ii) development of 
internships and training programme in SMEs and (iii) dialogue on implementing 
the ETFP policy (and participation of PSF to panels, etc.).  


Targets : (i) students from high school and higher education, former students of 
ETPF and companies 


(ii) students and employers 


(iii) n.a. 


Intervention 
description 


3 main components of the project: (i) promotion of entrepreneurship towards 
students and SMEs via business plan competition, (ii) development of 
internships and training programme in SMEs and (iii) dialogue on implementing 
the ETFP policy (and participation of PSF to panels, etc.).  


Targets : (i) students from high school and higher education, former students of 
ETPF and companies 


(ii) students and employers 
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(iii) n.a. 


Issues - Risks associated : PSF is still heavily dependent on Government funding and 
education is quite a new topic for them 


- No relation via farmer income and/or farmer production 
- Indirect effects: The project should lead to an increase in employment and 


business activities, which in turn should increase the revenues and 
resources of people, no concrete link with food security 


- Number of direct and indirect beneficiaries is missing 
 
The project PROSKID started before the new MASP was designed, so food security was not the main focus 
of the project nor a direct objective. Impact on food security is rather indirect and loosely connected. An 
external evaluation of the project was performed by MDF. The overall objective of PROSKID was to answer 
the country challenges and issues with regards to skills development. The aim was to promote skills and 
bridge the gap of skills issue and to promote skills towards employment. The project had specific 
components: 


• Business plan competition to support young graduates and companies to access finance. So, a 
guarantee fund was set up  


• Organization of 6-month internships. Internships are organized after graduation and are not part 
of curriculum  


• Advocacy on Technical and Vocational Education and Training (TVET) reform.  
 
The following observations can be made on the various outputs: 
 
Organization and implementation of project 
With regards to the business plan competition, the objective was to have at least 100 people a year 
accessing funds. The process is organized as follows: 


(i) mobilisation of potential participants and organization of awareness campaigns 
(ii) ‘forms for ideas’ which means that potential candidates have to fill in a form with their ideas 


for their company  
(iii) submission of the form either at the headquarters or at the district level (as mentioned 


before, there is a PSF branch in each district) 
(iv) preselecting of business plans by consultants (contracting with PSF) 
(v) preselected participants are invited to trainings on business plan 
(vi) formal submission of business plans  
(vii) evaluation of the business plans by the consultants  
(viii) selected business plans are screened by the bank and are granted access to a loan via the 


guarantee fund.  
 
Over the project, 450 companies took part in the final stage of the business plan competition (BPC) which 
is slightly higher than what was expected (400). Even though the number of participants is higher than 
targeted, all results were not achieve and especially with regards to access to funds. PSF had assumed 
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that people would repay their loan and that this money could be reused every year through the guarantee 
fund to finance new companies. In practice, people did not pay back their loans and after the first year, 
there was very little liquidity in the guarantee fund. So, it was problematic if a company wanted to have 
another intake. As a result, the guarantee fund was fully operational only during the first year of 
operations. Afterwards, PSF had to work with other banks. In the BeMo, PSF targeted 200 winning 
companies (see sustainability indicators) to get a loan. In the end, 137 winning companies could get a 
loan: 
53 companies got a loan from the Rwanda Development Bank (BRD), with a guarantee from the fund set 


up by the PSF; the loan was maximum 10 million Rwandan Francs. 
84 companies got a loan from other banks. 


 
Of the 53 companies that received a loan on which the project provided a guarantee, around 90% 
defaulted, consuming the entire guarantee fund halfway through the project and thus preventing further 
guarantees to be awarded. Of these 53 companies, only 13 survived until after the project. In its Project 
Completion Report to EKN, PSF reported four main reasons for the poor performance of the guaranteed 
loans4: 


• “Most of the businesses were start-ups without business experience and so failed soon after they 
had started. 


• Some have undertaken business they don’t understand and have failed to manage these. 
• There is a feeling that some of the clients considered the loan as government gift and didn’t care 


for the repayment. 
• Limited monitoring on the use of the loans and the reimbursement.” 


 
In the end-line interview, additional reasons were provided: 


• Some entrepreneurs changed the project the loan had been awarded for to something else, 
without notifying the bank. 


• The bank providing the loans (BRD) had no incentive to monitor the performance of the 
entrepreneurs who had taken out the loans, because no requirement existed for the bank to make 
an effort before calling on the guarantee provided by PSF. 


• The notion of entrepreneurs considering the loans as government gifts/grants was also 
mentioned during the interview. 


 
With regards to the second component of the project (internships), 516 graduates got an internship in a 
company. The process was as follows:  


(i) application process for graduates; 
(ii) selection performed by PSF based on the availabilities in companies and matching of 


candidates and companies; 


                                                           
 
4 PSF (2014). Project Completion Report (PCR): Promoting Skills Development Project (PROSKID). 1st July 2009 – 31st 
December 2013. March 2014. 
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(iii) during the internship, PSF provided advice to interns and financial support for transport 
purposes and organized the follow-up of internships based on timesheets to make sure that 
interns get to experience useful activities.  
 


About 47% of the interns were employed afterwards; 61 graduates had an internship in the tourism & 
hospitality sector. When asked to provide baseline figures on the percentage of interns finding 
employment before the project (as a proxy for a counterfactual), the interviewee (end-line) could not 
provide baseline information. A baseline is not included either in the evaluation conducted by MDF5. 
 
With regards to advocacy on the TVET reform, the role of PSF was mainly to mobilise TVET authorities and 
organizations. There is been some evolution on TVET in Rwanda and there is now a Ministry of Education 
with a State Secretary in charge of TVET. There is also a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) signed 
with the Workforce Development Authority (WDA) and TEVSA (schools association). A yearly exhibition 
on TVET is also organized at PSF premises. PSF worked with local consultants in districts. On average, there 
were 2 consultants per district for coaching up and follow-up of companies supported by the business 
plan competition and also following up interns. Consultants would be paid based on the technical 
assistance provided to those companies. Both PSF and EKN have reported that they are satisfied with 
these outcomes at institutional level. 
 
Impacts and results 
As already stated, the focus of the project was not on food security even though business environment 
improvement, economic development and access to finance also lead to high revenues for households 
which in turn enable them to have better access to food. About 1,000 jobs were created according to PSF, 
which would imply that each job was created at the expense of € 4,200, on average. This amount 
corresponds to the targets set. Still, it seems that it is rather based on an average of number of jobs 
created by winning companies in the BPC (assumption was 5 jobs per company and 200 winning 
companies). The interviewers (both in baseline and end-line interviews) challenged the interviewees on 
this but it seems that this is the indicator they use. The indicator appears to have not been critically 
assessed by PSF during the implementation of the project, as it was mentioned in interviews that there 
was struggle with companies not paying back their loans and fewer companies accessing the guarantee 
fund than expected. In its evaluation of the project, MDF6 reports: 


“PSF estimates the number of jobs created at around 1.000. However, it appears to be quite hard to 
attribute any increase in number of jobs to the support provided: 


- Many external factors also play a determining role (market, evolution of demand): 


- The type of support provided by PSF is diverse: access to loans (through the GF), support in establishing 
Business Plans, other internal and external TA etc. 


                                                           
5 MDF (2013). Evaluation Report of the project: “Promotion of Skills Development in partnership with the private 
sector” (PROSKID), Activity 19815/contract KIG0110416. Kigali/Ede, October 2013. 
6 MDF (2013). Op.cit., page 29. 







23 
 


- The regular monitoring progress reports of PSF do not systematically present the evolution of the numbers 
of jobs created; The evaluators have not found the applied definition of the indicator of “number of jobs 
created”. Although the project document mentioned a special interest in creating “women jobs”, the 
reports do not show that this is being monitored in a systematic manner. 


- Furthermore measuring additional employment is indeed methodologically a complex matter, because 
of the diversity of types of additional employment (formal/informal employment, full-time/part-time, 
temporary employment. The relatively small scope of a project does not allow quantitative objective 
measurements.” 
 
As described above, the number of jobs created by the internships can also not be assessed, as there are 
no indications available of the number of interns that would have found a job after their internships 
without the project. 
Therefore, we conclude that the number of jobs created by the project is not clear and that the PSF’s claim 
of creating 1,000 jobs cannot be substantiated. 
 
The BeMo stated quite a number of indicators that would be put in place to monitor the project. See the 
fiche for corresponding description of indicators: 
A1 – No survey was performed and PSF is not sure whether this was assessed by MDF or not in their 


external evaluation. 
A2 – innovation: During TVET exhibition, idea is to bring new ideas and people displaying new products.  
B1 – curriculum: PSF worked with WDA and WDA certifies schools, MoU was signed and PSF was invited 


to these meetings. Still, PSF was not really able to answer the questions on whether curricula were 
reviewed or on the number of curricula developed. 


B2 – Collaboration is good with technical schools and PSF is a coordination body to link schools and 
companies. PSF has no idea whether company members were involved in the teaching as it is more 
the role of WDA. 


B3 – Not all donors have strategic plans7.  
B4 – PSF has no idea whether this was achieved or not. 
C1 – The indicator and target set mention an increase of 50% but there is no mention of the starting point 


nor the timeframe in which this should be achieved. Before the PROSKID project, a similar project was 
implemented by the World Bank and at the time, the first intake was made available for about 20 
companies. However, the system was quite different as it was a grant and not a loan via a guarantee 
fund. 


C2 – Again it is not mentioned against which data the target should be measured. 
C3 – Every winning company got technical assistance. 
D1 – see B2. 
D2 – There is no specific data that was developed except the follow up of number of people who had an 


internship. 


                                                           
7 One could wonder why EKN or PSF (seems though that indicators from category B were defined by EKN) would have set 
indicators which are totally out of control of PSF. It depends on political matters. Result of that is that PSF did not really follow 
up the indicators that were set up in the beginning.  
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D3 – PSF organized training sessions through the Chamber. These took place on about 1 or 2 days a year. 
It was an information session on TVET and internships rather than a proper training session.  


D4 – PSF, through the Chamber, identifies companies that can host interns and then they define a profile 
and look for matching company’s needs and graduates profiles. Still, this was organized on a one-to-
one basis and not a broadly organized definition of generic competencies per sector; there is no 
harmonization at a global level. 


E1 – see B1.  
E2 – There is no formal survey but there is a follow-up of each internship.  
E3 – There is an MoU signed between stakeholders.  
 
Sustainability of results: 
With regard to sustainability of the project, there was a creation of an ICT incubator and PSF provides 
continuous support towards companies via their business development services (local branches with 
consultants). PSF also continues working with the Rwandan authorities to promote TVET. After the project 
was completed, the PSF sector associations have continued the responsibility for internships. In the 
associations, this has recently become the responsibility of the sector skills councils. 
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4. Project 19940 - Electricity Access Roll-out Program 
Project number 19940 Total project budget 


Total EKN grant 
USD 317,000,000 
EUR 29,900,000  


Implementing 
organization 


Government of Rwanda 
(GoR), Ministry of 
Infrastructure, Department 
of Energy 


Budget 2012-2015 by 
EKN 
Project expenditure 
2012-2015 
Saldo 


EUR  20,937,329 
 
EUR 13,000,000 (until 2013) 
 
EUR 0 


Subject Electricity Access Roll-out Program 
Project title 
used by project 
implementer 


Electricity Access Roll-out Program 


Period Start date :  1 July 2009                                  Expected end date: 22 May 2014 
End date :  30 June 2014 


Short 
description 


Access to electricity is low in Rwanda (5%) and tariffs are high, therefore Rwanda aims 
to increase energy production and diversify into alternative energy sources. EARP 
began with a five-year investment plan designed to achieve the Government’s stated 
targets set out in the Economic Development and Poverty Reduction Strategy (EDPRS). 
EARP is in the framework of EDPRS 1 and 2 and aims at expanding access to electricity, 
improve quality and lower the cost of economic infrastructure. The GoR implements 
EARP as a strategy to realize the primary targets for the electricity access under the 
EDPRS I and II.  
The total roll out costs are 377 million USD and was financed by Electrogaz, consumers, 
GoR, ADB and other donors. The Dutch contribution is 30 million EURO. However 
100,000 EURO is withheld for an external evaluation (so the contract is for 29,900,000 
EURO) and the Ministry will be requested to do annual audits, estimated to cost 
200.000 EURO in total. That leaves 29,700,000 EURO for the roll out plan. 
In the EDPRS II period, prioritization has been set to connect 48% of all households and 
100% of identified public institutions (schools, health centers and administrative 
offices) by 2018.  
For the period 2015-2017 EKN supported the programme with additional funding:                   


• 25978 Electricity Access program II (EUR 4,000,000), close in 2016 
• 26928 Electricity Access program III (EUR 5,000,000), extended close in 2017. 


The overall programme to implement the energy strategy covers three pillars: 
connections, biomass and hydrocarbons. The Dutch contribution focuses on 
connections.  
 
Expected outputs: 
• 30,000 rural connections (households, enterprises, health centres, administrative 


centres and schools). All the power for these additional connections will generated 
with renewable sources, paid for by the government ad the private sector; 


• 1 MW off grid renewable generation. This MW will be additional to ongoing efforts 
to generate off grid power, by the Dutch and other donors. Off grid power is the 
cheapest option for some remote connections.  
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Performance indicators for the outputs: 
• Number of rural connections; 
• Number off grid renewable MW. 


 
Expected outcomes: 
• Connected households and enterprises from 115,000 to 415,000; 
• Connected health facilities from 50% to 100%; 
• Connected sector offices from 25% to 100%; 
• Connected schools from 20% to 50%. 
 


Intervention 
description 


 
The Dutch support to the Rwandan energy sector encompassed: 
• electricity generation, transmission and distribution 
• Biomass and cooking energy 
Through the Electricity and Water and Sanitation Authority (EWSA), the Government of 
Rwanda succeed in increasing the national electrification rate from 6% in 2008 to 16% 
in 2013 as shows the impact evaluation of IOB in 20148.  
Electrification has three dimensions: generation, transmission and distribution of 
electricity. 
EARP is implemented in three ways: 
i. ‘turnkey’ contracting out of components, including the connection to the house; 


ii. EWSA supplies building materials to contractors who do the construction works; 
iii. EWSA teams install the power lines and set up the connections. 


Issues - The contribution to food security is not mentioned in the BeMo. Yet food 
production can benefit from more and better access to energy so more food 
becomes available and food security might increase. Also economic production in 
Rwanda as a whole could be stimulated which creates jobs and incomes. 


- No direct relation with food security is foreseen, however a large part of the 
connections is realized in rural areas where the majority of the population is active 
in agriculture. Farmer practices were not specifically targeted, yet access to 
electricity and renewable energy could stimulate farming practices by creating 
opportunities for new technologies/machineries and post-harvest activities. 


- Indirect effect: More people receive a connection to have access to electricity, and 
the demand is increasing. However even though people receive a connection there 
is still 10% of them that don’t use the electricity or water connection. One of the 
reasons is poverty (not enough money to pay the fee) or they don’t know how to 
use it.  


- Efficiency: The contribution to food security is not mentioned in the BeMo. Yet food 
production can benefit from more and better access to energy so more food 
becomes available and food security might increase. Also economic production in 
Rwanda as a whole could be stimulated which creates jobs and incomes. 


 
 


                                                           
8 IOB evaluation Access to Energy in Rwanda, impact evaluation of activities supported by the Dutch Promoting 
Renewable Energy Programme (August 2014), Operations Evaluation Department (IOB), ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
the Netherlands. 
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Organization of the programme 
The main objective of the project is to increase access to electricity (from 6 people to 16 people connected 
to each connection after phase 1). The programme is supposed to be run as a basket fund, being a catalyst 
for economic development. Main targets for connections in this programme are first of all “communities” 
in order to strive for a larger impact. So, main targets are: schools, hospitals, public institutions and 
households. However, EWSA recognizes that targets might have been too ambitious and did not take 
practicability issues into account.  
As mentioned above most of the targets were met. The initial aim was to connect 48% of the population 
by 2018, which was quite ambitious according to the Rwanda Energy Group (REG). In March 2016, 28% of 
the population was connected. By the end of December 2015, EARP realized 562,942 connections 
nationwide.  There is still a focus on the whole country but given the practical constraints (scattered 
households living far away from lines), focus lies on households closer to the grids and where density of 
population is higher. This also helps to reduce the connection costs for the households.  
 
Impact of the programme 
The following observations can be made on the expected outputs. It is not clear what the status was in 
the evaluation period 2012-2015 for the realization of the targets below. 
• 30,000 rural connections; 
• 1 MW off grid renewable generation.  


In the questionnaire the project implementer informed us that 12.574 new connections instead of 6.500 
connections have been realized. This is however related to the extended part of the project.  
Since so many households have been connected, we assume that the above mentioned output has been 
realized in order to contribute to the outcomes. 
 
The project is doing well in terms of the number of connections (outcomes):  
• From 115,000 connections in 2009 to 513,092 connections in June 2015, 562.942 by the end of 


December 2015 (target of 415,000 largely met). 
• From 50% of Health Centres electrified in 2009 to 80.67% in June 2015, 90.38% by the end of 


December 2015 (below target of 100%). 
• From 25% of Schools electrified in 2009 to 43.01% in June 2015 (slightly below target of 50%) . 
• From 25% of Administration Offices electrified in 2008 to 87.98% in June 2015, 90,38% by the end of 


December 2015 (below target of 100%). 
 
EWSA believes the impact of the programme is great but very general and large. Still, there is no direct 
link with food security but it is worth mentioning that this project was already set up before the new 
MASP. The most important impact with this project is access to lighting. The effect of electricity in terms 
of lighting hours has been high as has also been shown by the IOB evaluation. Other impacts can be 
summarized as follows: 
• Health centres: next to lighting, health centres  can now use machines and equip their labs. One of 


the underlying objective is that there is less transfer of people given that the centres are now better 
equipped. 
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• Schools: lots of schools worked on generators before. Access to electricity lowers the costs. It makes 
it possible to have IT equipment. Homework at night is also possible, but does not necessarily 
increase the numbers of study hours spent (the study time shifts to later hours). 


• Economy in general: now that antennas are powered, using mobile communication and services 
from mobile is made possible i.e. buy and prepay power via mobile phone, mobile banking. The 
covered area is also growing and this is in turn has a positive impact on enterprises active in  grain 
mill, timber processing and welding.  


 
Impact on food security 


The impact on food security is maybe not direct as the project has very generic and quite diffuse 
objectives. Since the EARP programme mainly focuses on rural areas, it can be concluded that most 
beneficiaries are rural households or involved in farming. As the country is dominated by agriculture and 
agri-activities, connecting rural areas will improve innovation and food production as well as food 
processing and services to farmers. The project contributed to electrification  of agro-processing units and 
electrification of pumping water for irrigation Wetlands of Kagitumba (completed), of Ngoma 22 (ongoing) 
and of Nasho 2(ongoing) which influences the food sector and can lead to food production, increase in 
food consumption and therefore better food security. 
With rural electrification, it is assumed that the project improves the income of households because of 
creation of small generating income activities. The project contributed to increased number of working 
hours, creation of small transformation units like agro processing units, grinding machines, plumbing 
machines, welding machine, mill machine, carpentry, etc.  
Other food security impacts are:  
• Setting up cold rooms which enables farmers to keep their vegetables fresh and to stock their food 


longer, this is also positive for the milk cooling sector  
• Conserve the food for perishable items (milk, meat, vegetables,...) 
• Irrigation of rice fields is made easier 
• Transformation of food is more efficient as electricity is used in processing. 
Impacts are indirect and were not the first focus when the project started as it meanly dealt with poverty 
reduction.  
 
Sustainability 
• The material to connect the households is still being used by REG and has proven its value for a longer 


period of time.  
• The use of electricity has a positive impact on the environment, because the population uses less 


carbons for cooking and therefore less trees have to be cut. 
• Access to electricity did have a change of behaviour of households and enterprises that are now 


connected. The standard of living has improved and electricity has become a basic need also for 
people with less means. With access to communication devices a larger part of the population is better 
informed via radio, tv and internet.  


• It remains a challenge to engage the people that don’t use the connections that they have yet.  
• Electricity Access for the low income households (Connection rates from beneficiaries, Connection 


fees, Limited consumption, etc) are still a challenge and need to be dealt with in order to have a 
sustainable use of the connections. It remains a challenge to engage the people that don’t use the 
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connections that they have yet, because of poverty. Also illegal use of the connections can be a 
problem.  


• The project created jobs through the new IGA (Income generating activities) which are created with 
electrification. However it is difficult to identify the exact numbers of job created as a result of the 
project. This could be monitored better in the future.  
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5. Project 23168/23214 - Support for land tenure regularisation 
Project number 23168 Total project budget 


Total EKN grant  
GBP 49,998,986  
EUR 15,223,792  


Implementing 
organization 


DFID Budget 2012-2015 by 
EKN 
Project expenditure 
2012-2015 
Saldo 


EUR 7,226,510 
 
 
Information not available 
 
Project is still in progress 


Subject Support for land tenure regularisation (LTR) in Rwanda  
Project title used 
by project 
implementer 


Land Tenure Regularisation (LTR) 


Period Start date: October 2011 
End date: June 2016 (after extension from June 2015; extension to June 2018 is 
considered) 


Short description Objectives and outcomes  
The objective of the programme is to issue land titles to Rwandan people and 
make sure there is a sustainable land system and administration. Other objectives 
are also to help reducing poverty, increase social harmony and make access to 
financing easier.  
 
Expected outcomes:  
On social harmony 


• Most of Rwandese landholders secured in unchallenged possession of 
their property – 92%, which is below the 2015 target of >= 96%9 


• Contested claims to land clarified and brought to an accepted resolution 
by both parties – In total 11,000 claims on the register, of which the 
majority was brought to an acceptable resolution after mediation. 


• Increased transparency in good governance in the development of 
Rwandan land – No information available 


On agricultural transformation  
• Increased food security through higher productivity of land – No 


information available 
• Stronger protection of land against erosion because of more sense of 


ownership – No information available 
• Diversification of rural livelihoods supported by the purchase, sale and 


rental of land – No information available 
• Increase in rural people's wealth through rising land value – No 


information available 
• Agricultural development funded by land-secured credit – No 


information available 
On urbanization  


                                                           
9 DFID Annual Review of LTR project, July 2015, page 5. 
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• 500.000 households with better urban jobs and living conditions – No 
information available 


• Urban land development funded by land-secured credit – No information 
available 


 
Expected outputs: 
1° all rightful landholders will receive legally valid land title documents and land 
disputes will be minimized by 2015 [indicators : 8 million plots by January 2013 
and another 2 million between 2013 and December 2015] – Completed: At the 
time of the end-line interview, 11.4 million parcels had been registered. Some 
small sections of land still need to be registered. Challenges here are: 


- The Northern and Western borderlines of Rwanda are not entirely clear. 
Rwanda Natural Resources Authority (RNRA) has been working on a 
resolution, which is almost done. 


- Some parcels used to be classified as wetlands have now changed their 
status, which means ownership needs to be determined. 


- Underlying issue: Rwanda’s aerial photography dates from 2008 and 
therefore is in dire need of an update. Google Earth data is not 
sufficiently accurate for this, so new aerial photography is required, but 
not foreseen in the project. 


2° establishment of institutions and systems for land management and 
adequately accommodated with required skilled people and equipped at the 
district level and below [indicators : 30 District Land Bureaus in 2013 and 416 
Sector Land Bureaus in 2015 ; post holders trained in land management] – 
Completed (with some delay): In 2015, all 30 district offices were connected to 
the Land Administration Information System (LAIS). In the course of 2015, all 416 
post holders were trained. 


Intervention 
description LTR programme was launched to clarify land ownership, fight poverty and 


encourage investments in land. LTR enjoys strong political support in Rwanda and 
GoR requested donor funding to help the national roll-out of LTR. DFID manages 
the basket fund. EKN will channel its contribution through this basket fund. In the 
future, this basket fund could be directed into direct aid towards RNRA but a 
capacity building plan would be then needed. 
The programme uses a community based methodology. Local people, supported 
by the program, identify, verify and map the boundaries of their parcels and 
match them with satellite imagery and aerial photography. Field work is 
conducted for 3 months in each cell by field teams made up of local committee 
members and locally recruited and trained 'par-surveyors' supervised by a 
technician and a senior officer from the District Land Bureau. All details are 
gathered in an national database. 


Issues - Farmer income: Farmers are able to rent or sell their land at a fair price, 
better access to financial services and productive investment 


- Farmer production: Higher productivity of land thanks to productive 
investment 
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- Farmer practices: Titles used as collateral so that farmers have easier access 
to financial services, furthering productive investment in land and economic 
growth  


- Will enable farmers to rent or sell their land at fair price and secure 
themselves against claim 


- Efficiency: Project seems feasible. It was brought after a well prepared 
process, sound risk management was performed. Political support towards 
LTR is quite important. Innovative methodology based on capacity building of 
every level and it involves the local population 


- Indirect effect: Increased revenues for land holders and less land disputes; 
focus on women's rights and children. Gender equality is widely recognised 
as achievement of the LTR since all registration is systematically done using 
the names of both husband and wife 


 
The Land Tenure Regularization Program is a flagship program. There was already some initial support 
before 2011. The programme support is led by the United Kingdom’s Department for International 
Development (DFID), with substantial partner funding from the Government of Rwanda, Netherlands 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, EU and SIDA, who make up all of the Development Partners on the programme. 
The Development Partner Support to RNRA commenced in the first quarter of 2010 and is scheduled to 
conclude in the first quarter of 2015. RNRA and the Development Partners decided to invite tenders from 
service providers to deliver the programme outputs for the first three years, which resulted in the 
programme being implemented in support of the RNRA by a consortium led by HTSPE (UK) with PCG 
(Rwanda) and Matrix (Kenya). 
 
Between February 2010 and August 2013, there was a consultancy in charge of demarcation of land. For 
this phase of the project, the service provider applied the following process: (i) aerial pictures of the land, 
(ii) individual plot would be visited to make sure that local population agrees on the demarcation, (iii) land 
is mapped on software, (iv) District Land Officers (DLO) have an opportunity to discuss and challenge the 
maps and (v) titles are issued. This programme supports the efforts of the Rwanda Natural Resources 
Authority (RNRA) and the Government of Rwanda to enable the National Land Policy of Rwanda and 
Rwanda’s Economic Development and Poverty Reduction Strategy (EDPRS) through issuing registered title 
to every landholder in Rwanda (originally estimated at 7.9 million parcels but ended up being around 10.3 
million), as well as supporting the RNRA in the development of the Land Administration System. Given the 
number of plots was higher than planned; there was some delay in the first phase of the program. So, 
10,3 million plots have been mapped and by June 2015 7,164,230 titles are issued and in the hand of their 
owners (there might be some delay between the time the title is issued and the owner actually collects 
it). First phase was quite successful, only were there results on capacity building lower than expected and 
HTSPE did not have much time to focus on that component during the first phase (see evaluation report 
provided by DFID ‘Support to Land Tenure Regularisation Programme – Final Report of the Service 
Provider Contract and logframe updated by 2013 figures). The second phase started in 2013 and the 
Government of Rwanda took over the role of HTSPE in finalizing issuing the titles. The second phase 
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focuses more on capacity building and on the capacity of the land administration. Modalities have 
changed in this phase as project implementers provide technical assistance and financial aid towards the 
Rwandan Government.  
 
Organization of the project  
There is a consultative forum that meets on a quarterly basis. The forum gathers the Government of 
Rwanda and basket fund donors (DFID, EKN, Sweden, European Union). Sweden will remove from the 
programme given the move towards financial aid and DFID is still not sure about EU’s role in the next steps 
of the programme. It is also not sure if EKN is going to be part of the cost extension, since the focus will 
be less on land use. Other players are also involved in the overall land programme such as USAID (focus 
on research on factors determining land market value) and GIZ (focus on governance). These projects deal 
with land but there is no formal coordination with those projects. Project is implemented in close 
collaboration with district offices.  
 
Impact on food security 
The following impact was expected at the start of the project: 
• Population has stronger rights, incentives to improve land and to manage their land more responsibly. 


This can lead to more sustainable investments. It also supports land ownership by women or co-
ownership by several family members, which allows for the actual enforcement of already existing 
laws (family law and inheritance laws). 


• Collateral for loans and so, farmers can invest more and improve their production processes.  
• Higher yields of the land and better use of inputs. 
• Use of titles for the rental market. This is still very early to see an impact on this one but previous 


World Bank research suggests that issuing titles increases the rental activities and economies of scale 
(references were not provided).  


RNRA foresees an important impact on food security as the land registration allows for governing the land 
use. RNRA has the mandate to protect sustainable land uses and monitors land use plans determined by 
the districts. At the time of the end-line visit, 3 out of the 30 districts had a land use plan. Based on the 
mass registration, other districts can now develop such a plan as well, ensuring sustainable use of natural 
resources and – in the long run – food security for the district inhabitants. 
 
Sustainability of results: 
Sustainability indicators would need to be redefined as they were originally designed under budget 
support. Since the modalities have changed, those indicators should be adapted as well. Sustainability is 
a very important issue but still DFID prefers working with output indicators as they relate directly to the 
projects whereas sustainability indicators are broader.  


DFID identifies two major risks that could undermine the sustainability of the project and those are 
linked with LAIS matters. First risk is that when a family member dies, it is needed to make sure that the 
information is transferred to the administration (DFID estimate a death rate of 2.5% amongst land rights 
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holders ==> 250,000 inheritance cases per year10). Second risk is that there could be gaps between the 
information in the system and reality if people do not communicate changes or if the system is not 
efficient. 


According to RNRA, an important issue for the sustainability of project results is the transition from first-
time “mass registration” to “continuous registration”, which requires that all actors play their respective 
roles: 


• Landowners who transfer ownership of (part of) their land need to work with the new owner to 
register the change at their district office (DFID reports land market transaction rates in 
developed countries are around 7-13% annually11, and even though this number may be lower 
in less developed markets, it is certainly not negligible). Although all landowners participated in 
the mass registration project, this does not mean they will routinely register changes in their 
landholdings. Projections for 2016 are for between 120,000 and 140,000 land transactions to be 
registered, from 10,000 in 2014, but this is still not near the estimated volume of actual 
transactions12. Also, Rwanda has a long tradition of very informal use of land titles; people 
would make a business transaction and hand over their land temporarily as collateral for 
borrowing e.g. farming equipment. Such informal transactions are not likely to be registered, so 
the collateral will use its value. 


• District offices need to make the appropriate registrations. This is not a routine service yet in all 
districts. What’s more, the IT system is very slow and therefore the national register is not 
updated in real time, reducing the credibility of the process. Investments are needed in IT, 
marketing (i.e. awareness-raising among the population and an adequate service offering by the 
districts) and the land administration process. 


• Not part of the project scope for the government and donors, but very necessary for an 
effective system, are: 


o completion of the registration of remaining “pockets” of land that were difficult to 
register (including some ill-demarcated parcels on the Northern and Western borders of 
Rwanda and former wetlands that now need to be registered); 


o an update of the Rwandan Masterplan for the use of land and the preservation of 
natural resources; 


o new aerial photography, as the latest imagery with sufficient detail dates from 2008. 


The mass registration project was conducted based on a clear roadmap that united all key stakeholders. 
No such roadmap exists for the continuous registration or the activities to ensure the completion of the 
system. Also, no funding is available at this time to realise the required investments, which creates the 
risk of the registration system and the contents of the database becoming outdated in the coming years. 


                                                           
10 DFID Annual Review of LTR project, August 2014, page 1. 
11 DFID Annual Review of LTR project, August 2014, page 1. 
12 The DFID Annual Review of 2014 cites “considerable anecdotal evidence” to this effect (DFID Annual Review of 
LTR project, August 2014, page 2). 
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In the system foreseen by RNRA, the districts would recover the costs for registering land transactions 
through taxes/fees levied on the registration activities, as do the Dutch Kadaster and HM Land Registry 
in the UK. 


 


6. Project 23743 - HIMO PDED II consolidation 
Project number 23743 Total project budget 


Bemo: 
Total EKN grant 


 
RWF 7,893,758,345 
EUR 9,946,759 


Implementing 
organization 


Helpage Rwanda Budget 2012-2015 by 
EKN 
Project expenditure           
2012-2015 
Saldo (refunded by  
Helpage Rwanda) 


EUR 9,946,759 
 
EUR 9,164,253.05 
RWF 7,620,801,211 
RWF 261,577,057 
EUR          331,230 


Subject HIMO PDED II consolidation 
Project title used 
by project 
implementer 


Programme de Développement Economique Durable II (PDED II) 


Period Start date : 1 January 2012      Expected end date: 1 December 2013 
End date : 31 March 2014 


Short description Project outputs: 
1. The roads rehabilitated by Helpage between 2003-2011 are in good 


condition and some new roads are build. Target in indicator is set at: 290.7 
km road maintained in a light way; 170 km roads maintained in a 
periodic/heavy way and 75.5 km new roads are build. Total km of roads is 
536,2.  


2. Districts, SMEs and cooperatives are trained to maintain feeder roads by 
themselves. By the end of the project, districts will be trained to plan for 
new roads and to rehabilitate these roads by themselves. To that end, SMEs 
and cooperatives will have been trained to perform specialized tasks. The 
target in the indicator is set at: increased capacity in planning and 
monitoring of road maintenance and rehabilitation of district and sector 
officials in 5 districts and increased capacity in road maintenance and 
rehabilitation work of cooperatives and SMEs (no concrete target is 
mentioned). 


3. The construction and maintenance of the roads ensures the protection of 
fragile ecosystems of the marshlands of Rugezi and Bugarma, as well as the 
lakes Burera, Ruhondo and Kivuare and the agricultural production sites 
there. The target in the indicator states that 6,587 ha of ecosystems and 
roads will be protected.  


4. Through labour-intensive approaches and the use of unskilled manual labour 
(as opposed to capital intensive approaches), the poorest Rwandans gain an 
income. The target in the indicator states that 13,437 people will be active in 
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Cash for Work (consolidation), 6586 people for Cash for Work (new roads) 
and 8,820 people in soil protection Cash for Work. This is a total of 28,843 
people.   


5. At least half of the people employed will be women. The target in the 
indicator also states: at least 50% of women in Cash for Work, including in 
supervision. Also a gender plan will be implemented (no further details 
available). 


 
Expected outcome: 
The main outcome of the program is enhanced food security and income of the 
target population through labour intensive feeder roads development and 
environmental protection in Musanze, Burera, Gicumbi, Rusizi and Nyamasheke. 


Intervention 
description 


The project aimed for the construction and maintenance of roads. Roads 
connect farmers and consumers, roads lead to markets, in short, roads lead to 
food according to the Bemo. 
 
The intervention logic used was to involve and empower local populations and 
encourage the organization of farmers into cooperatives service providers in the 
road rehabilitation works sector, servicing and maintenance, soil conservation 
and protection of the environment in general. According to Helpage Rwanda, 
this approach has produced beneficial effects because the approach used is 
participatory, mobilizing, integrating population into development actions. Also, 
this approach is currently more widespread and has demonstrated the great 
advantages on the socio-economic side, at a less financial cost investment (‘cash 
for money’, using relatively cheap unskilled, temporary labour to do 
construction work)”. 
 
Contribution  to food security was aimed to be achieved in four ways: 
1. Roads improve the infrastructure in Rwanda. This can be used to better 


distribute food and to better suit the local needs.  
2. Better roads diminish the transaction costs of food producers and also 


enable more trade contacts. Farmers could earn more from the same crops 
and thereby make more profit which they could use to invest more in their 
business and produce more crops, so more food is being produced. 


3. Unskilled labour is hired, aiming at the poorest people of Rwanda. By 
providing them with an income they are able to buy more and better food 
and thereby their food security is improved, also local economic activity can 
be stimulated. 


4. Better roads and transportation possibilities lead to more economic activity 
and thereby an increase in jobs and incomes. Since transaction costs will 
decrease the business climate improves which attracts more companies or 
stimulates growth of existing ones. 


 
Issues - Effects on subthemes of food security are clear, yet the details are not 


worked out. Farmer income will increase because of lower transaction 
costs, for the transportation of inputs as well as for the distribution of 
products; Farmer production can increase in the long run if the higher 
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profits that are made are invested in increasing the production; Better 
infrastructure diminishes transaction costs leading to lower prices for inputs 
as well as lower prices for distribution of products. The products will 
become wider available and decrease in price.  


- Food security is stimulated indirectly by lowering costs for farmers and 
providing poor people with an income. 


- Sustainability: There is a maintenance challenge since roads need to be 
maintained carefully. Training for this is provided and this forms a core 
element of the project. Also it is recognized that the workers hired may only 
be temporarily lifted from poverty since the job ends when the roads move 
on or are finished. Still EKN sees this not as a one-to-one link and sees the 
value of small amounts of money disbursed in local communities (new 
dynamic). This is supported by the report of May 2011 that concludes that 
the little extra income allows people to start a new business or buy some 
land. This short-term capital would then allow for a longer term investment 
that holds after the job is finished. This goes beyond the scope of the 
project and is a supposed indirect impact. In addition no track-record has 
been registered to follow the labour force to be able to prove if indeed long 
term job effects have been realized. 


 
There were some delays in the project mainly because it took some time to identify and train 
cooperatives that would be involved in the project. Initially 7.864.128.706 RWF had been disbursed to 
Helpage. After the financial audit however some expenditures such as unforeseen or salaries 
demonstrated to be too high. The grant was therefore set at RWF 7,620,801,211 and part of the money 
had to be reimbursed by Helpage Rwanda. 


 
Organization of the project 
The operational organization of the management of the program was based on four levels, namely, (a) 
level of execution of labour-intensive work (HIMO) mainly of the poor and vulnerable in the region, (b) 
the level of technical coordination of the program in both Provinces with experienced technicians in the 
areas of assistance, (c) the level of monitoring and supervision activities by Districts, (c) the external 
monitoring level (EKN missions and audits). 
The different road projects were selected based on the districts’ development plans. Priorities are 
identified together with districts following a participatory approach and then, there is a joint planning. 
Helpage structures the project, quantifies the budget needs, brings in technical knowledge and support 
and also makes sure the project is in line with the donor’s objectives. Compared to the previous project, 
this one also focuses on the capacity building of local organizations and focuses more on maintenance. 
Local cooperatives have been created for maintenance purposes. After completion of the project those 
cooperatives are charge of maintaining the roads. Helpage trained those cooperatives on technical 
matters, on management and financial management. All in all, 72 cooperatives were trained (target was 
50) with an average of 28-30 members. Helpage sees this as being a positive evolution and believes this 
also promotes entrepreneurship.  
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Impact of the project 
The first output of the project was to maintain 290.7 km road maintained in a light way; 170 km roads 
maintained in a periodic/heavy way and 75.5 km new roads are build. Total km of roads is 536,2. 
The final report shows that this target as largely been met with the: 


• 521,5 km of rehabilitated roads that were properly maintained and (largely above target) 


• 72.5 km of new roads (slightly below target) 


• The total number of realized roads is 594 km which exceeds the target of 536,2. 


 
The roads rehabilitated by Helpage between 2003-2011 have been maintained in order to make sure that 
they are in good condition and some new roads have been built.  This is also shown by the pictures in the 
final report. The effects of these new and better roads are: easier movement of people and goods, easy 
access to markets for local products, increasing producer income, supply of raw materials and creation of 
income-generating activities. The expected outputs have been achieved. 


 


The second output has also been met. Public and private institutions have been technically strengthened 
through trainings related to the implementation and monitoring of programme activities and rational 
management of HIMO (72 cooperatives, 4 SMEs, 17 committees of developed sites, 76 technicians and 
100 female entrepreneurs organised in 5 networks). In line with objective 2 districts, SMEs and 
cooperatives have been  trained to maintain feeder roads by themselves.  The transfer of capacity has 
been done in favor of cooperatives, SMEs and Districts. The objective of this project has been met, 
however we learned that a challenge has been the instability of the District technical staff periodically 
subjected to administrative changes. At end line (March 2016) the capacity building program to Districts 
and partners is  ongoing, under the coordination of the Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources 
(MINAGRI) and with the technical assistance from Helpage Rwanda to further strengthen the districts to 
perform work independently of any technical support. New other District technicians (Land Managers 
sectors), cooperatives and newly recruited SMES will be potential beneficiaries of the capacity building 
program under way. 


 


Output indicator 3 aimed that that 6,587 ha of ecosystems and roads will be protected. This indicator is 
lagging behind with 2,653.8 ha of farming grounds that have been built by the actions of agroforestry and 
erosion control. In line with the expected output the protection of fragile ecosystems of the marshlands 
took place in the Rugezi and Bugarma, as well as the lakes Burera, Ruhondo and Kivuare and the 
agricultural production sites there. The realized effects were reduction of erosion, increased fodder, 
restoration of vegetation cover and increased agricultural yields. However only 40,3% of the output 
targets have been reached. This output has therefor only partially been met. 


 
During the project, there were 26.175 people employed as part of the cash for Work programme for 
1.233.617 man-days (which is about 22 days/month). 54% of women worked on the construction works 
and 60% to 70%were employed in tree nurseries and horticulture.  
The aim of output 4 was that more through labour-intensive approaches and the use of unskilled 
manual labour (as opposed to capital intensive approaches), the poorest Rwandans gain an income. 
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Many jobs were created under PDED II among which 26,278 poor people (including 13,785 women) 
were employed under the HIMO approach. This is however almost 2,000 people less than was planned 
with the target of 28,843 people. With output 4 a great number has been achieved, however it is 
somewhat below target. No specific reason has been given for that. The project was set up in rural 
areas, to especially benefit the poorest people in that area. Since the jobs were temporary, the income 
generation was temporary as well. On a short term the project reached the outcome, on a long term it 
is not clear if long lasting effects have been realized. We learned that : 


- 72 local cooperatives and 5 SMEs started working in the rehabilitation and maintenance of roads. 


- 17 farmers’ organizations started working on watersheds and nurseries 


- 86 female entrepreneurs have initiated income-generating projects. 


Those are long lasting jobs, but on the number of people reached, it is a relatively small number of 
sustainable job creation. That being said, we can conclude that the output has almost been reached  and 
that in the future output and outcome indicators should be formulated more SMART in order to be 
measured correctly. 


 


Output indicator 5 was met by engaging 54% of women on the construction works (target 50%).  60% to 
70% were employed in tree nurseries and horticulture. Helpage wants to make sure that women are 
involved in their projects and it is one of their requirements as they firmly believe that women are at the 
core of the family education (and so, women earnings directly benefit to the family). Helpage also wanted 
to focus on women SME’s and women networks. So, they trained about 100 women in 3 networks.In 
addition  72 cooperatives (in charge of maintaining the roads) were trained, with an average of 28-30 
members. And as mentioned above, 86 female entrepreneurs managed to initiated income generating 
activities. 


 
Impact on food security 


The project outcome envisaged enhanced food security and income of the target population through 
labour intensive feeder roads development and environmental protection in Southern Province. 
The participating population did indeed earn incomes which improved livelihoods and living conditions 
in a diverse range of areas: health, housing, children's education, and re-investment in agriculture, 
livestock, trade, other income-generating activities. During the end line we learned that it has been 
reported that the districts have seen the extreme poverty level decreased at about (2%), especially for 
Musanze, Burera and Gicumbi district.   


The program also aimed to promote new opportunities for increasing agricultural productivity, market 
access, diversification of jobs and income, in a perspective of support to the agricultural sector and food 
security in the areas of intervention through: 


• rehabilitation of 75.8 km of new lines of agricultural areas within the partner districts for the 
facilitation of access to production, disposal of agricultural and non-agricultural products and 
trade flows; 
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• strengthening conservation efforts and land management through development of 2648 ha of 
watersheds to further increase in soil fertility, increase production and farm income per 
household; 


• strengthening the capacity of partners and promotion of female entrepreneurship 


 
In the opinion of the project implementers program planned objectives have been achieved over 99% 
considering the accomplished physical achievements and impacts at program closure. The expected 
impacts on food security were: increasing agricultural production, intra-Community trade, increase 
household resilience to poverty and hunger, improving nutrition and conditions household living in 
general, noting that these categories of people were poor and without income.  
 
Putting the outcomes into perspective we agree that there has been an improvement of income and that 
with the increased income more food could be bought. With the construction of roads, it is true that food 
can more easily be transported and that it contributes to post-harvest handling. The latter output has a 
more sustainable effect due to the fact that the roads are still intact. Increased agricultural production 
further improved the food availability. 
Overall we can conclude that with the project has a direct effect on food security via increase in income 
and thus increased access to food, which is one of the three pillars to enable food security. The outcome 
has been reached for a large part. 
 
Sustainability 


Stakeholders have been  trained, there has been transfer of knowledge and (environmental) protection 
was repaired where necessary, so that roads and fragile ecosystems will last longer. The knowledge 
transfer took place and members of the district are now equipped to continue with the rehabilitation and 
maintenance work. However the capacity building is still continuing under another project. This 
observation could either indicate that the districts were not yet fully equipped, or that such a process is 
that complex that it is not possible to complete it in one project period (this project period was alos only 
1,5 years). 


The programme also improved the household income, including other indirect revenues contributing to 
improved food security: 


- Reinvestment of income from labour-intensive work in other economic activities (trade, livestock) 


- Increase in crop yields and availability of agroforestry products (fruits, fodder, firewood) 


- Increase in commercial activities (sales and marketing of agricultural products, trade). 
 


The job creation was mainly temporarily and not very sustainable. However the extra income did allow 
people to start a business or buy some land to grow crops which is an indirect sustainable effect.  


Regarding environmental protection, agricultural and environmental landscapes have been restored and 
stabilized for better agricultural production in the medium and long term comparing to previous 
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situations. Helpage Rwanda has experienced and shared its support and empowering  the population to 
self-management( auto-prise en charge) in the establishment of cooperatives and entrepreneurship .  
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7. Project 24371/25542 - Infrastructure investments (in-depth evaluation) 
Project number 24371 + 25542 Total project budget 


Total EKN grant 
RWF 30,392,000,000 
EUR 5,678,400 


Implementing 
organization 


Rwanda Local Development 
Support Fund (RLDSF) 


Budget 2012-2015 
by EKN 
Project expenditure 
2012-2015 
Saldo 


EUR 5,678,400 
 
EUR 29,302,371 
 
EUR 1,199,363 (to be 
disbursed in 2016 + 2017)  


Subject District Infrastructure Investments through Rwanda Local Development Support 
Fund (RLDSF) 24371 
Local Demand Driven Investments projects through RLDSF 25542 


Project title used 
by project 
implementer 


Local Development Agency (LODA)  
LODA programme to finance infrastructure at decentralized level 


Period Start date :                                   Expected end date:  
24371: 1 September 2012         30 June 2013 
25542: 15 August 2013              31 December 2016 
 
End date : 
24371: June 2013 
25542: ongoing 


Short description EKN has supported districts investments for infrastructure development since 
2008, in a program that channeled the funds via the Rwanda Local Development 
Support Fund (RLDSF), currently called Local Development Agency (LODA).  
 
Project 24371 was a one year support programme from 2012-2013 which was 
followed by the 3 year programme 25542. Project 24371 had a total value of € 
5,405,400. Project 25542 has a project value of € 28,952,989. 
 
The objectives of LODA are derived from EDPRS 2 to realize sustained poverty 
reduction and economic growth. 
 
Outputs 24371: 
• Adequate and equitable funding for districts infrastructure needs; 
• Adequate implementation and monitoring of infrastructure development 


projects in districts; 
• Increased investment opportunities at local level; 
• Improved LODA legitimacy in providing advisory services to the districts; 
• Improved effectiveness and sustainable use of public resources; 
• Improved service delivery by LODA at the local level.  
 
Performance indicators for the outputs 24371: 
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• Percentage of budget execution for infrastructure investment for "our" 42 
projects; 


• Nr. of the 42 planned district investments in local economic development 
that are completed; 


• Quality of district investments as assessed in LODA progress reporting and 
EKN monitoring; 


• LODA legitimacy in providing advisory services to the districts, measured 
through an LODA survey of satisfaction of districts with the services of LODA. 


 
Outcomes 24371: 
• Strengthened local economic development through relevant and adequate 


infrastructures; 
• Improved food security through increased income generation at local level; 
• Improved people-centred development approach though a more 


participatory approach; 
• Improved district legitimacy on the local development agenda; 
• DDP I infrastructure development targets consolidated and sustained. 
 
 
Dutch funding is only available for 42 projects, outputs will therefore be more 
limited than the ones listed above, yet they are embedded in the overall plan. 
 
Outputs 25542: 
• Districts LED infrastructure projects completed; 
• District maintenance plans for infrastructure projects developed.  
 
Performance indicators for the outputs 25542: 
• % of budget execution for district investment in the planned infrastructure 


projects (target 95%); 
• Number of planned district infrastructure projects in local economic 


development that are completed per year per district (quantitative 
information provided per project category; target 2016 based on estimates: 
248 projects); 


• Number of local government staff trained for proper management of LED 
infrastructure projects (2016 target based on estimates: 169 local 
government staff) 
 


Outcomes 25542: 
Local infrastructure projects are implemented and maintained by local 
governments to improve service delivery and advance local economic 
development (LED). 


Intervention 
description 


With the project LODA uses a locally focused, participatory, owned by 
stakeholders and suited to local context approach. It is a decentralized and 
transparent way of working engaging districts. The purpose is to finance 
investments by districts in their local economic development and to improve 
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the quality of the budget cycle at district level, to enhance participation, 
transparency, and effectiveness of the investments. 
 
The project works as a basket fund and LODA guides districts in their budget 
cycle, including technical advice on proposed projects, and their monitoring and 
evaluation. 
 
The total budget is divided through a formula. The role of LODA is coordinating 
and controlling, yet the districts decide on the priorities in the end. LODA 
provides advice and technical assistance in the implementation of the districts' 
priorities. This should improve the functioning of the districts and thereby 
contribute to an improved enabling environment that facilitates business and 
should attract investors in the districts.  
The support focuses on local economic development, EKN does not choose the 
projects, that is done locally by the districts. However, EKN chairs the sector 
working group on this subject since 2013 with LODA, government and local 
partners.  
 
The BeMo 25542 clarifies that projects will be allocated for Dutch funding if 
they are in the following categories: transport infrastructure, income/revenue 
generating, energy projects, water and sanitation, agricultural development and 
environmental projection (including terraces, reforestation and marshland 
development), project studies.  


Issues - Relation with food security: An improved enabling environment should 
attract more investors and contribute to local economic development. This 
should include various elements of food production like increased 
production and post-harvest handling. Details on the exact effects and on 
the intervention logic as a relation between activities and outputs and 
outcomes are lacking. 


- Efficiency: The assumption that investing in the capacity of districts can lead 
to a more enabling environment for business can be supported if one 
assumes that this will lead to more efficient and enabling bureaucracies. If 
this is indeed the case and if yes how this will be guaranteed remains 
unclear. Especially because the districts can decide on their own priorities it 
is not to be said that these will improve the business climate even if 
implemented well. Projects that are financed by co-funding are as far as 
possible excluded to diminish the risk of other partners dropping out. 


- EKN’s projects impacts could not easily by isolated from the other projects’ 
impacts (i.e. difficult to isolate one part of the overall programme). 
However for EKN the project works as a basket fund and they monitor it on 
the overall high level progress. Isolating each single project does not seem 
to be the main priority. The current approach seems to work well for EKN. 


 
The projects financed by EKN focuses on developing enabling infrastructures that can contribute to 
increase in food security in districts.  Overall, EKN’s contribution to LODA’s projects is as follows: 
• 2008 – 2011: about € 15 million  for local infrastructure 
• 2012 – 2013: about € 5 million  for local infrastructure and large focus on capacity building 
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• 2013 – 2016: about € 29 million  for an ongoing project on local infrastructure and capacity building.  
  


Organization of the project  
LODA was created in 2002 and is a body of the GoR. It works as an intermediate between the central 
government and the local government. The focus of the projects lays in decentralization which plays a key 
role to hear more about the needs locally. With this approach LODA wants to promote economic and 
social development. A key role of LODA is planning & budgeting. LODA develops tools, puts guidelines in 
places, monitors & evaluates the development of local government. In addition it carries out feasibility 
studies and offers information on project progress and impact. 
 
In each district, there is an engineer in charge of the monitoring of the projects. The engineer is also in 
charge of following up the funds disbursement and the progress of the projects. Procurement is also 
performed at district level even though the procedure is reviewed by LODA before disbursing the funds. 
There is also a financial compliance team, economists and sociologists involved in the projects. 
In addition, LODA also organizes field visits in order to verify the information. There is a control mechanism 
for each project and reporting is made every three months towards LODA. Field visits are generally 
organized twice a year with donors. LODA also takes part in technical working groups with donors. 
 
For the end line evaluation when visiting the district of Muhanga, we had the opportunity to see this 
structure being put in place. Attendances of the meeting were the district executive secretary, director of 
planning, engineer in Muhanga in charge of LODA projects, LODA M&E specialist and other officials. 
 
We received detailed project planning overviews for FY 2016 including budgets and planning, on 14 
infrastructure related projects (transport, water & sanitation, energy, environment and nature resource, 
ICT, urbanisation/settlement, youth, private sector, health, decentralisation, social protection, education 
and agriculture). Also we received information on the achievements in the past 5 years. 
 
Impact of the project 
 
Project 24371 
Output 1 has been met by securing funding for the several projects for districts. Next to EKN and the GoR 
other donors were involved such as KFW, BAD/PNEAR and DFID etc. Project 24371 had several output and 
outcome indicators for a duration of 1 year.  From the annual report 2012/2013 (also final report for EKN), 
we learned that districts had executed 680 development projects in 2012/2013. 494 project were fully 
completed and 186 projects were in execution. In 2012-2013: 89.725 workers including 42,734 women 
and 46,990 men, were employed by contractors who executed the development projects.  
 
LODA reported back on the projects related to the EKN budget. The ‘42’ projects were not identified, but 
it was reported that RFW 4.621.040.003 was spent, where RFW 4.620.000,00 was budgeted. In the 
approval of the final report we learned that a small amount was below budget, but did not have to be 
refunded, since it was under 1%. So we can conclude that 99% of the budget was used. 
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As mentioned under the organization section and above, LODA has implemented and monitored the 
projects adequately in line with output 2. With 30 districts and over 600 projects it is quite an achievement 
to keep track of all the projects. With the decentralized approach we see that LODA manages to have 
overview of the development within all the districts. However specifically on the 42 projects, LODA did 
not report back to EKN which projects were exactly chosen. In the financial statement of 2015/2016 more 
than 42 projects are mentioned. However, during the interview with EKN we learned that the focus of 
EKN does not lie in following each individual project, but rather following the development of the fund 
spent as a whole. This approach works best for EKN and gives them a better overview. EKN indicated to 
be pleased with the work done by LODA and the results achieved. The output and output indicator have 
been achieved. 
 
Output 3 has been achieved according to the annual report. The Vision Umurenge Programme (VUP) is a 
programme designed to accelerate the attainment of Vision 2020 targets by delivering cash transfers into 
the poorest households in Rwanda via District Support in form of grants, public works in terms of wages 
and Financial Services. Districts invested in income generating projects which created job opportunities 
and increased districts revenues.  
LODA sensitizes population on the culture of making savings and working with banks and micro-finance 
institutions through Financial Services. A total of 2.416 individuals were trained in the several districts to 
then continue to train others within their community. Financial Services were operational in 150 sectors 
across Rwanda. A total of 12.703 individuals received a loan. In addition in 180 sectors direct support had 
been given to the poorest and most vulnerable households in total 43.671 (99.817 members).  
With the projects LODA managed the creation of public markets (37), guest houses (6), slaughter houses 
(6), factories (2), storages/warehouses (11), public / tax parking or bus stations (2).  
 
Direct agriculture interventions were projects in reclaiming of marshlands, progressive and radical 
terracing, and construction of dams. The district also implemented land consolidation and selected seeds 
policy to increase the agriculture production. Those projects can be seen as direct interventions to 
improve the food security. A total of 1.961,10 hectare was realized, next to 4.750,54 progressive terraces 
and 2.888,95 radial terraces. A total of 4.658 households was earning newly treated terraces. In addition 
1 dam was constructed. Also the fact to improve transportation infrastructure and agriculture 
infrastructure was mentioned as an important intervention by LODA to give farmers access to markets 
and help them increase income and indirectly improve their food security.  
 
Output 4 focuses on LODA’s improved legitimacy in providing advisory services to the districts. What is 
exactly meant with this output was not clarified in the BEMO. According to the annual plan 146 local 
government office buildings have been constructed. It is however difficult to state if the output has been 
met, without a clear definition. 
 
The goal of the national Program of Water Supply and Sanitation in Rural Area (PNEAR) is to ensure the 
sustainable supply of Drinking Water and Sanitation Services to rural populations and thereby enhance 
their living standards. Under this project LODA constructed 9,625 individual latrines (96% of the target). 
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Also almost 100 water reservoirs and 752 spring sources had been realized in 2012/2013. It can be 
concluded that output 5 under project 24371 has been met. 
 
Output 6 the service delivery by LODA is also related to capacity building. Several achievements have been 
realized in 2012-2013 such as the supply of computers and printers to VUP sectors, update of the HIMO 
strategy, external communication, reassess business LED priorities, organization of study tours, 
development of the Strategic Plan, staff training for VUP and staff training for use of new M&E system 
(102 people). Also operational & maintenance manuals were finalized and 89 staff members at districts 
were trained. The report does not specifically mention the progress of the  LODA survey of satisfactions 
requested by output indicator 4. However in can be concluded that output 6 has been realized for a large 
part. 
 


The outcomes related to project 24371 were and will be replied for behind the sentence: 


• Strengthened local economic development through relevant and adequate infrastructures: this 
outcome has been achieved as mentioned in the description of the outputs. The agriculture sector 
received an impulse with the rehabilitation of marshlands and building of terraces. The construction 
of roads, health centres, schools and local markets contributed to the local economic development.  


• Improved food security through increased income generation at local level: An important way to 
increase food security was via the agricultural interventions. It was reported that with the 
interventions the productivity of the farmers did improve and led to a higher food consumption. 
Other ways of improving food security were with the creation of jobs direct labour force was used to 
realize the construction works. Besides that, the poorest households in districts received direct cash 
and financial trainings to increase their income. The higher income has been used by beneficiaries to 
buy more food, to buy land or to pay for school fees as we learned in March 2016 during our field 
visit an while talking to some of the beneficiaries.  


• Improved people-centred development approach though a more participatory approach: the 
decentralized approach of this project gave the opportunity to focus on the local needs and bringing 
information from buttom-up (population – districts – LODA – GoR). This can be considered as a more 
participatory approach than was the case before in Rwanda.  The outcome has been achieved.  


• Improved district legitimacy on the local development agenda: the projects are chosen locally by the 
districts who decide on the priorities for the district. In the Muhanga district we learned that there is 
a yearly performance evaluation in all the districts and that each district sets up performance 
contracts with the staff and with GoR.  After a year the districts are evaluated based on the results 
achieved. This gives them on the one handmore legitimacy on the local agenda, on the other hand it 
helps LODA and the GoR to discuss the points for improvement. The outcome has been achieved. 


• DDP I infrastructure development targets consolidated and sustained: The District Development Plan 
(DDP) infrastructure targets have been consolidated and sustained as can be seen from the several 
results.  
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Project  25542 
The 3 year phase of the project is still ongoing. Not all the LED infrastructure projects have been completed 
yet as requested by output 1. By the end of April 2016 a total of 144 out of 601 projects was completed. 
The remaining projects are ongoing. 
However, we were informed by LODA in May 2016 that  54,073 direct beneficiaries have been reached, 
among which the 23,017 women and 31,056 men in the financial Year 2014-15. 
 
Maintenance plans have been developed by districts already during the first phase of the project. In the 
draft final evaluation report of LODA to EKN (March 2016) we see that the execution of maintenance is in 
several districts not up to the desired level. The evaluation recommends to carry out regularly and 
preventive maintenance. It seems that this output is lagging behind. 
 
Performance indicators for the outputs 25542: 


• % of budget execution for district investment in the planned infrastructure projects (target 95%): 
LODA informed us that the financial year 2014-15  budget execution was 99.85%. This seems to be 
on target, however the project is still ongoing. 


• Number of planned district infrastructure projects in local economic development that are 
completed per year per district (quantitative information provided per project category; target 2016 
based on estimates: 248 projects): 144 out of 601 projects have been completed as of April 2016. 
This is only 24% of the projects. The output is therefore below target. 


• Number of local government staff trained for proper management of LED infrastructure projects 
(2016 target based on estimates: 169 local government staff): LODA has trained Local government 
staffs in various domains contributing good management of LED infrastructure projects. A total of 
560 staff members has been trained of which:  


o 350 district staff trained  in the operation and maintenance of infrastructure 
o 150 district staff trained in Monitorind and Evaluation information System 
o 30 district staff in charge of Monitoring and Evaluation officers 
o 30 district staff in charge of Geographical Information System. 


The output indicator has been met. 


Outcomes 25542: 


Local infrastructure projects are implemented and maintained by local governments to improve service 
delivery and advance local economic development (LED). 
 
As mentioned above, not all the projects have been implemented yet, but the project is still ongoing. 
Maintenance seems to be a point of attention in this phase of the project as show the results of the 
evaluation study shared with us by LODA. 
 
The outcome have not yet been reached and project is ongoing. 
 
Impact on food security 
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Projects implemented or financed by LODA focus on decentralization and building capacity. Even though 
most projects funded by EKN dealt with investing in infrastructure, LODA believes they have an impact on 
food security as follows: 
• Consolidation of marshlands, building of terraces improve the productivity of the farmers 
• Food security for the population is improved as the population has better revenues  
• Job creation through HIMO approach (people employed for building the infrastructure) 
• Facilitation of commercial transactions and increase in the value chain. 
 
For more detailed figures on projects results, see the description above. LODA states that their 680 
projects in the first phase have created 87.000 (temporary) jobs. There are specific positive impacts for 
farmers as the infrastructure projects also focus on building progressive (also known as slow forming) 
terraces which improve the agricultural production (about 55 times as much as/higher than former 
production techniques according to LODA). Building terraces also contributes to soil preservation. All in 
all, this has an impact on farmers’ earnings and increase the households’ revenues. Building other 
infrastructures such as markets also makes it possible for farmers to sell their products.  
LODA contributes to food security by enabling all kinds of infrastructure related to food security (roads, 
health infrastructure, education infrastructure, private sector, agriculture etc.).  
 
Sustainability 
By working closely with local government agents and local partners, the continuation of the project’s 
benefits seem to be guaranteed. Staff has been trained and help with knowledge sharing to beneficiaries 
by training them as well (depending on the sub project / topic).  
A sustainability requirement of projects financed by LODA is to include a maintenance component. This 
seems to be a challenge and continuous point of attention as we learned from the results of the external 
LODA evaluation.  
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8. Project 24720 – CATALIST-213 
Project number 24720 Total project budget 


Total EKN grant 


$     29,520,012 


EUR 12,111,851.90 


Implementing 
organization 


IFDC Budget 2012-2015 by 
EKN 


Project expenditure  
2012-2015 
Saldo 


EUR 11,521,837 


 


$ 27,332,035 


$ 2,187,977 (available for 
extension) 


Subject CATALIST-2 


Project title used 
by project 
implementer 


CATALIST-2: Towards Viable Clusters in Agri-business for improved Farmers’ 
Income and Food Security in the Great Lakes  Region 


Period Start date : 1 July 2012                 Expected end date: 31 August 2016 


End date : 31December, 2015 with extension until August 31, 2016 


Short description To achieve its overall goal, CATALIST-2 seeks to achieve four interrelated 
objectives: 


1. Agribusiness clusters are vibrant and navigate their business.  
2. Smallholder farmers are linked to agro-input markets, which improves 


production, productivity and quality (production push). 
3. Competitive agribusiness clusters create value and provide for agri-food 


markets with increased sourcing of national and international agri-food 
enterprises (market pull). 


4. Stakeholder networks address key agribusiness challenges. 
 


Outcomes (Goal indicators): 


• 30% increase in commodity related income of farm families involved in 
agribusiness clusters (ABCs); 


• 80% of food insecure farming households have moved up at least one step 
on the FAO Household Hunger Scale. 


 


 


                                                           
13 While this page and the following pages contain a concise overview of the CATALIST-2 programme, we also refer 
to Chapter 3 of this report for an in-depth analysis of the programme’s workings. 
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Outcomes (Objectives): 


• 50% increase in volumes of sales/ turnover of ABC actors (objective 1); 
• 1,000,000 farming families applying ISFM (objective 2); 
• 1.4 million metric tons of additional cereal equivalents produced (objective 


2); 
• 20% increase in product value addition (objective 3); 
• 10% decrease of transaction costs among actors (objective 3). 
 


Outputs (performance indicators): 


• 300 clusters and 10 megaclusters with active involvement of small and 
medium enterprises (SMEs) and/or large agri-food enterprises (objective 1); 


• 14 large enterprises (4 Dutch) with active involvement with ABCs (objective 
3); 


• 80 innovations addressing bottom up identified key issues (objective 4).  
Please note that the project document did not separate these indicators as 
outcome/output. The categorisation was done by the evaluators.  
Source: Annex 2. Significant extensions. I.e.: the objectives have been modified 
after the Swiss joined the funding of CATALIST-2. 


Intervention 
description 


The objectives are addressed through the Competitive Agricultural Systems and 
Enterprises (CASE) conceptual framework that promotes farmer 
entrepreneurship. The underlying hypothesis of the programme is that small 
farmers need to have profitable market outlets in order to have the means and 
to be motivated to invest in their farms and soils. CASE suggests the following 
strategies for farmer empowerment in the value chains: 


- Improve farmers’ role as producers and explore the role of farming 
communities in processing 


- Improve farmer collaboration with chain operators and chain supporters 
- Influence enabling environment 


 


CATALIST-2 works through agribusiness clusters. These are (largely informal) 
networks of private and public actors cooperating voluntarily to achieve their 
individual and collective objectives. A cluster is usually specialized in the value 
chain of a commodity in a geographic area. The network of actors in the 
agribusiness cluster includes input dealers, small, medium or large agro-
processors, producer organizations (cooperatives, farming groups, unions), 
traders and farmers.  
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In CATALIST-2, the concept of a ‘mega-cluster’ is introduced as a means to up-
scale the outreach of the programme. The ‘mega-cluster approach’ explores 
opportunities for going to scale from four different angles (Schrader, 2013):  


1. Geographical concentration;  
2. Specialization on specific sub-sectors or commodities;  
3. Institutionalization (out scaling and up scaling) and synergies of external 


supporters  
4. Collaboration with larger sourcing companies, leading to more market-pull 


dynamics for agribusiness cluster development. 
Issues In 2015 the project addressed various issues in all Burundi and Rwanda. 


 
Burundi: the political crisis in Burundi that started in April 2015 makes working 
with the government currently impossible and actions are limited to the local 
level.  
 
Rwanda: main policy issues linked to the CATALIST project are the subsidy for 
agriculture inputs and the liberalization of the seed/planting materials market.  


 
Implementation of the programme 
The programme used training of trainers (ToT) methodology on ISFM farming practices and 
financial/business planning. Information is provided to improve access to credit and agricultural inputs. 
 
Outputs 
CATALIST-2 is aimed at achieving the goal of 1 million farming families applying ISFM (integrated soil 
fertility management) practices in Rwanda, Eastern DRC and Burundi by the end of 2015, of which 300,000 
are directly involved in project-funded activities and 700,000 are reached through out and up scaling. In 
the project documents there is no split between aimed beneficiaries in Rwanda and the other countries. 
 
In total the project has reached 320,694 farmers directly by the end 2015. Split up per country, the 
numbers are 182,573 farmers in Rwanda, 71,889 farmers in Burundi and 66,232 farmers in DRC. The 
number of women reached in Rwanda is 63,482, representing 34.7% of the total number of farmers, in 
Burundi it is 19,734, representing 27% of the total number of farmers, and for DRC the number of women 
is 31 346 representing 47% of total farmers in 2015. For the indirect beneficiaries, an assessment to what 
extent the project achieved its target is scheduled for May 2016 and will be carried out by IFDC in 
collaboration with WUR. 
 
Impact on food security 
From the document review it appears that 80% of the food insecure farming households will benefit from 
the project and will see their conditions improving. It is not clear whether this percentage refers only to 
food insecure beneficiary households or to all food insecure households in the country. In case the former 
is intended, the percentage or number of food insecure households targeted by CATALIST-2 is key to 
measuring the impact of the programmes. Since beneficiaries of the programme are self-selected (within 
the focus of farming households with 0.5-2 ha landholdings) we cannot assume that the percentage of 
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food insecure households among the beneficiaries are the same as in the general population. Again, we 
caution that the programme targets about 1 million households in three countries, not only in Rwanda. 
 


Only the cassava cluster of the CATALIST-2 programme in Rwanda is evaluated. Although the beneficiaries 
were very positive about the impact of the programme on their lives in the Focus Group Discussions, the 
impact found in the data was limited. The effect of the programme can be seen in the uptake of a number 
of ISFM practices, but no impact is found on production, income or food consumption (with the exception 
of number of times a day that children under 15 ate). However, the fact that the cassava sector has been 
in crisis due to cassava diseases has certainly coloured the results of the data analysis. Because of the 
state of the sector, one should be careful with generalizing these results to the CATALIST-2 programme in 
other sectors. 


 
No specific indirect effects are mentioned in the project documents. However, we consider several 
indirect effects to be possible:  


• prices of commodities may go down due to increased productivity/production;  
• the price of land may increase as land becomes more profitable due to productivity increases;  
• employment possibilities for landless people in processing or working on the land may result 


from the programme. 
 
CATALIST-2 is demand-driven, which helps to expand and achieve sustainability. CATALIST-2 is working 
with interested stakeholders at various levels to bring them together on one platform and assess how to 
improve the performance of the commodity clusters. In a sense, it provides technical capacity building to 
the stakeholders. 
 
Planning of implementation 
The programme was started in July 2012 and is planned to be completed by 31 December 2015. The 
project period is extended to August 31, 2016 due to IFDC not being able to use the total budget during 
the contracted project period. IFDC contracts local NGOs to implement the programme in the targeted 
clusters on a yearly basis. Targets are set and evaluated on a yearly basis. 
 
Sustainability 
Sustainability of the farming systems is major challenge and objective of CATALIST-2. The project 
documents acknowledge this by describing the factors that the sustainability of the project is dependent 
on. First, as farmers become more integrated in modern market systems, the become more dependent 
on inputs, markets and technology. Therefore, also the sustainability of the farming system depends on 
the sustainability and viability of markets and the enabling environment created by government policies 
and interventions. Through the megacluster approach the project has found a way to address the various 
value chain and organizational issues. However, as the project documents note, the approach is still new 
and would need time to be fully effective. As there will be no new project phase the main challenge will 
be to institutionalize the various interventions through partner organizations. 
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9. Project 24730 - Linking Farmers to Markets 
Project number 24730 Total project budget 


 
Total EKN grant 


RFW 3,940,000,000  
 
EUR 4,690,000 


Implementing 
organization 


Private Sector Federation 
and the Chamber of 
Farmers 


Budget 2012-2015 by 
EKN 
Project expenditure 
2012-2015 
 
Saldo 


EUR 1,749,901 
 
Information not available 
 
 
Information not available 


Subject Linking Farmers to Markets 
Project title used 
by project 
implementer 


LIFAM 


Period Start date : March 2013 
End date : 31 December, 2013 


Short description The goal is to support the Chamber in its capacity of effective and efficient 
service delivery in the benefice of its members. 
 
Expected outcomes: 


• Strengthened Chamber to advocate for and represent the farmers, 
improve service delivery capacity and Rwandan farmers feel they are 
well represented and served – Partly achieved (awareness raising, skills 
audit, district-level offices, participation at policy level) and partly not 
(financial self-reliance, accountability day) 


• A strengthened capacity in post-harvest skills and increased 
investments in post-harvest facilities - Partly achieved (Post-Harvest 
Forum, training) and partly not (effective participation in inter-
ministerial meetings, investments) 


• Increased number of farmers starting an agri-business through a year 
basis contest– Not achieved (business plan competition failed) 


 
Expected outputs14: 


• Farmers are confident that Chamber delivers better and represents 
them in a satisfactory manner - No information available 


• Audit of knowledge, skills and competences of associations' members of 
the Chamber is conducted and plans to address the gaps are 
implemented - Completed 


• Information desks of farmers are operational in all the districts - 
Completed 


                                                           
14 Status on each output assessed based on the mid-term review, as the project is not yet completed. Source: MDF 
(2015). Mid-Term Review of LIFAM project; Linking Farmers to Markets. June 2015. 
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• Active and constructive participation of the Chamber in the Agriculture 
Sector Working Group (ASWG) is effective - No information available on 
effectiveness 


• A study on the situation of access to credits and payment rate is 
conducted and a campaign to sensitize farmers with potential to use 
credit is conducted - Completed 


• Platform to discuss access to finances is operational - Not achieved 
• Agribusiness contest is organized twice a year - Not achieved 
• A post-harvest specialist is recruited to assist PSF to elaborate a 


concrete plan on post-harvest programme possibly including subsidies – 
No information available 


 
Performance indicators for the outputs15: 


• Offices are opened (at least one office per district) and farmers report 
satisfaction of service delivery at the rate of 80% - Offices opened, no 
information on farmer satisfaction 


• Existence of a plan of skills development for each association, member 
of the Chamber – No information available 


• Participation in ASWG meetings is realized at a rate of 100% - Achieved 
• The study on access to finances by farmers is published - Completed 
• Stakeholders in platform to discuss access to finances with banks meet 


every semester – No information available 
• Post-harvest plan and in particular the subsidies to increase investments 


in post-harvest facilities is elaborated by PSF and the Chamber in the 
first year of the project – No information available 


Intervention 
description 


The project is aimed at strengthening the capacities of the Chamber to provide 
a better job at their tasks including: playing a consultative and representative 
role for agriculture in policy discussions; provide information and training that 
improves producers' access to markets and to credit; promote the development 
of professional agricultural associations that help producers participate more 
effectively in agricultural policy making. More specific details on how these 
activities are exactly linked to improving food security are missing. 


Issues - Farmer income and production are not targeted, farmer practices only 
indirectly: The investment in the capacity of the Chamber should in the long 
result in a better position for farmers. Their interests will be better 
represented at policy level. Further on training and information is provided 
that make access to credit and market more easy. It is not mentioned what 
these trainings will entail. 


- Relation with food security is indirect: If access to credit and market 
becomes better available, farmers could benefit and their economic 
position could be strengthened. This could improve their production. Also 
the investments in post-harvest facilities could improve food security if food 
can be better preserved and can thereby be more easily distributed. 


                                                           
15 Assessed based on mid-term review findings. 
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- The project seems feasible and takes enough time (5 years) to be 
implemented. Still the links with improvement of food security are not 
made specific. Also it is not clear what trainings entail exactly. 


 
Implementation of the program 
With regard to the capacity building component, the first action to be taken is the skills audit among the 
16 associations. The audit was conducted between July and December 2013 and key skills were identified. 
There are now preparing the training modules for each skill identified in the audit (i.e. leadership, 
governance, networking, bookkeeping, marketing, business planning etc.). This is performed both at 
national and local levels. At national level, there are three specialists and a coordinator of the program, 
while at the local level, the project is implement with one consultant per district (in PSF branches). The 
Training of the Trainers (ToT) has been recently performed. The next step is to conduct the trainings with 
the farmers themselves. The role of national level and headquarters is to supervise, coach the districts 
and backstop them. With regards to the post-harvest infrastructure component, there was a survey 
conducted on post-harvest gaps and skills needed in handling harvest. Gaps were identified and modules 
produced and PSF is now starting delivering the trainings. The annual work plan for 2014 has also been 
validated. An investment plan has also been defined based on a survey and group discussions at district 
level (including incentives mechanisms). PSF also organises study tours in the country and in Africa and 
there is always a specific focus on a given value chain. At the time of the baseline visit, 4 fieldtrips had 
been organized to Zambia, Kenya, Ethiopia and Ghana. During each of these visits, 31 representatives of 
the associations participated. With regards to access to finance and entrepreneurship promotion, forums 
have been organised at the Provinces level (5 provinces). Within those forums for dialogue, PSF wants to 
link farmers and members with banks, financial institutions, insurance companies, traders, buyers and 
Government leaders. These meetings are usually co-chaired by the responsible of the Province. Forums 
look at constraints faced by farmers and come up with recommendations. They meet twice a year. A 
business plan competition is also foreseen but it has not started yet because they want to develop a new 
approach on this topic. The methodology was based on the PROSKID approach but given the important 
rate of default, PSF wanted to review the process. Still, PSF has provided support towards farmers to go 
to banks in order to get a loan.  
 
The project approach relies on the cooperative model used in Rwanda: 


• At the level of individual districts, cooperatives of farmers exist for each crop. These are supported 
by the project’s district officers. 


• At the level of regions (i.e. around 3 districts combined), the cooperatives are grouped into crop-
specific unions. 


• At national level, the unions of a crop make up an association. 
• The 16 associationss are members of the Chamber of Farmers (CoF) and represent 176.958 


members according to the mid-term report.. 
 
Linking Farmers to Markets (LIFAM) started out as a PSF project working with the CoF. It is now a project 
within the CoF. Part of the objectives is to make CoF self-supporting, based on the collection of 
membership fees paid by the associations (which in turn are collected from the unions, which collect from 







57 
 


the cooperatives). However, according to the project manager, the membership fees received by the CoF 
amount to around 10% of what they should be. The current CoF income does not allow for financing a 
permanent role of the district officers put in place by the project. 
 
At the time of the endline visit, the program was still running and the output could not be quantified. 
However the following outputs were reported by e-mail on 11 August 2016. 


 
Planning of implementation 


Through different activities of the project that were carried out, the beneficiaries of the project 
were able to gain knowledge and skills that allowed them to access markets. Examples of activities 
and supports are: 


- Carried out survey to identify skills gap among the members and developed training modules 
based on the gaps identified, as result, 6,753 individual farmers and 137 cooperatives were 
trained using the modules. The trainings focused on; project development and financial 
management, marketing, network, post-harvest handling practices and good governance of 
cooperatives 


- Members were linked to the financial institutions and project facilitated them to develop 
bankable projects. As a result, so far 145 projects were developed and got loan totalling to 
1,291,361,794 Frw (USD 16,142,022). 


- Members were linked to the markets, as a result more than 144 contracts were signed 
between farmers and the buyers.  


- The project in partnership with the Ministry of Trade and Industry, established the marketing 
system of Irish potatoes, as a result about 129 collection centres of Irish potatoes and one main 
wholesale market in Kigali city were established as the main selling points of Irish potatoes. This 
system eliminated the informal trade and middlemen who used to exploit farmers. The project 
continues to do the same to other value chains.  


- 24 Post harvest study tours and exposure visits were organised in the country and in Africa for 
the beneficiaries of the project to learn from other farmers and be exposed to the advanced 
technologies. The African countries visited are; Ghana, Kenya, Zambia, Uganda and Ethiopia. 


- As a result of the trainings, sensitization campaigns and study tours, 218 Post- harvest 
infrastructures were established by the members, these include warehouses, storages, cooling 
facilities, processing plants and collection centres of milk and Irish potatoes. This facilitated 
members to have good quality products and food reserves for the markets.  


- Conducted advocacy and around 10 advocacy issues pertaining to farmers interests were 
solved and others are still pending  


- Through network and relations with other stakeholders, LIFAM project through chamber of 
Rwanda Farmers signed a memorandum of understanding with Zambia National Farmers Union 
and Federation of horticulture in Burundi for sharing knowledge and information. Another MoU 
has been negotiated with Association des Fermiers concessionnaires pour le Développement 
(AFCOD) in Democratic Republic of Congo and the Chamber of Rwanda Farmers in PSF 
facilitated by the Project for the strategic partnership mainly for cross-border trade between 
the two countries. The signing of the MoU will take place on 25th August 2016 during the trade 
mission organised by the project in Goma, DRC. 
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Project should have started in January 2013 but the full start was actually in July 2013. There were delays 
due to recruiting issues. The programme coordinator was hired and started in March 2013, specialists 
were hired by mid-March and consultants at district level were hired by mid-June. The project recruited 
30 district officers and 4 experts. It is expected to finish by 31 December 2016. 
 
Impacts on food security 
It was difficult for PSF to give a number of beneficiaries of the program at the time of the endline visit. 
However, it was reported via e-mail on 11 August 2016 that 6,753 individual farmers and 137 cooperatives 
were trained. These direct beneficiaries are (via the cooperatives) members of the 16 associations.  
 
With regard to food security, the expected results are as follows: 
• Increasing business skills are expected to lead to better production levels and more efficient business 


management, which in turn will have an impact on households’ revenues. The extent to which this 
income increase reduces food insecurity is unknown, as no information is available on the cooperative 
members’ food security status at the beginning of the project. 


• Regarding the post-harvest component, literature shows that about 30% of post-harvest production 
is lost due to poor quality of stocking food. So, impact is expected to be minimizing the loss of food 
and increase the amount of food available for consumption. 


• Increased production and access to markets and competitive markets.  
 


No final results are available, as the project was still running at the time of the endline evaluation. 
Intermediate findings are as follows: 
• The Business Plan Competition that is part of the project was newly developed after questions were 


posed by EKN. Therefore it is behind schedule and no results are available as of yet. 
• Providing guarantees on loans taken out by farmers did not work well. The banks giving out the 


loans did not have an incentive to follow up when farmers did not make their payments, as they 
could simply call on the project’s guarantee. The farmers treated the loans mostly as “free money”, 
not realising they were expected to repay them. Thus, a significant amount of the project funding 
was consumed by guarantees called upon by the banks. In response, PSF no longer gives out 
guarantees. Instead, only technical assistance is being provided, as long as a bank has awarded the 
loan. This still reduces the risk that the loan is not repaid, as the farmer receives training in running 
his business. But the financial risk remains with the farmer, not the project. It is not clear which 
share of the 145 project loans awarded were given out before the revised approach. 


• The representation of farmers at the national level has resulted among other things in a stable 
market price being set for Irish potato in Rwanda. This has in fact resulted in a regulated market, 
which solved the problem of very low prices during harvest season, due to which potato farmers 
would have to sell below cost price. Now they can earn an income and save enough money to invest 
in seeds and agri-inputs for the next season. In order to make the system of a fixed price work, 120 
potato collection centres and a wholesale market have been created. The intended effect is a more 
continuous supply over the years. 
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• Some anecdotal findings were provided in the end-line interview, in terms of milk cooperative 
members making a “study visit” to another country and observing milk coolers in use with their 
foreign colleagues, upon which they decided to invest in a milk cooler for their own cooperative 
(with benefits of increasing the volume of milk delivered to the market, as well as the revenues to 
the cooperative). However, the scale on which such benefits have occurred is unclear, although the 
project reports 24 study and exposure visits have taken place in total. 


• The PSF project manager served as director of the CoF during the project. However, no permanent 
funding is available to continue his salary after the project is completed, and therefore he resigned 
as of 1 July 2016. 


 
The impact on food security has not been measured by the project. 
 
Sustainability of results: 
Several of the project’s results can be maintained through the improved supply-chains. This applies to the 
farmer contracts with post-harvest structures, such as the collection centres for agricultural produce. The 
collection centres themselves are also sustainable, as they are financed by a percentage of the produce 
they buy from farmers and sell to the market; they are not subsidised after their start-up phase. Also, the 
effects of training, study visits and advocacy can be expected to be sustainable, as the skills and 
institutional improvements resulting from them do not require continued financing to be maintained. To 
the extent that technical assistance to winners of the Business Plan Competition is successfully completed, 
the effects of this assistance can be expected to be sustainable. The same applies to the regulation of 
market prices for Irish potatoes and the example of milk cooperatives that have purchased coolers. 
 
However, other results cannot be maintained without continued external funding. These include the 
continuation of new rounds of the Business Plan Competition and the continued role of the project 
manager as the director of the CoF – with the director leaving, it is likely that a lot of relevant knowledge 
is lost for the CoF. These results are not self-sustaining, and a continued strong role of the CoF is likely to 
be crucial to maintain the results achieved in terms of institutional and policy improvements. 
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10. Project 24871 - Capacity Building for Food Security in Rwanda 
Project number 24871 Total project budget 


Total EKN grant 
EUR 4,615,800 
EUR 4,122,160 
$       6,594,000 


Implementing 
organization 


National Capacity Building 
Secretariat  (NCBS) 


Budget 2012-2015 by 
EKN 
Project expenditure 
2012-2015 
 
Saldo 


EUR 267,2977 
$ 3,396,540  
(2013-June 2015) 
 
$ 3,197,460  
(June 2015) 


Subject Capacity Building for Food Security in Rwanda 
Project title used 
by project 
implementer 


Food Security Capacity Building Project (FSCBP) 


Period Start date : 1 December 2012    End date : 30 November 2016 
Short description Expected outcomes: 


1. Strengthened capacity of MINICOM to enhance value addition and food 
market access - Replaced by another activity 
2. Strengthened capacity of RBS to deliver on standardization and conformity 
assessment in the food security - Achieved: 40 standards have been developed 
since start of project, leading to increased consumption of Rwandan agricultural 
produce. 
3. RCA strengthened capacity of cooperatives in crop intensification and market 
access - Not achieved 
4. Strengthened human capacity of RAB to increase agriculture and livestock 
resources - Not clear based on outputs delivered 
5. Strengthened collaboration and monitoring by PSCBS concerning this project 
and programme of Higher Learning Institutions in food security supported by 
Nuffic – No information available 
 
Outputs 
A strategic Human Resource Development plan established for MINICOM – Not 
completed yet, as MINICOM had difficulty understanding the coaching role 
provided by NCBS. 
An upgraded Management Information System (MIS) incorporating a food 
security module - Completed 
A functional Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) system - The system is in place, but 
more field-level data need to be provided by beneficiaries to be able to make 
use of it as intended. The mid-term review found that “There was barely a single 
shred of documented outcomes and impacts recorded in all the periodic reports 
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produced by the FSCBP institutions. Almost only quantitative output level 
information is entered into the monthly, quarterly and annual reports.”16. 
Staff skilled in developing draft laws and regulations related to food security and 
safety - Completed 
Amended policy and law on cooperatives - Completed 
RCA decentralized policy and strategy available for cooperatives, federations 
and confederations - Not achieved, due to weak organization of RCA. 
Advocacy strategy for cooperatives drafted and implemented - Completed 
Knowledge management function developed at RAB - Completed. 
Functional review of RAB completed - Completed 
Annual collaboration and monitoring meetings between PSCBS and agencies 
and training institute by Nuffic – No information available 
 
Performance indicators for the outputs: 
A plan of Human Resource Development is implemented by MINICOM by 2013; 
MIS module on food security is installed; 
Number of staff trained to draft laws and regulations for food security; 
Publication of new policies and laws on cooperatives; 
RCA offices are open in all provinces to reinforce its effectiveness; 
Knowledge management system established at RAB; 
RAB organizational structure is reviewed and made more operational; 
Effective collaboration between PSCBS and Higher Learning Institutions involved 
in food security. 


Intervention 
description 


NCBS was established in 2009 (as Public Sector Capacity Building Secretariat, 
PSCBS) to deal with capacity of public institutions in an effective and efficient 
manner and to foster accountability and transparency in service delivery. 
Involved organizations include: Ministry of Trade and Industry (MINICOM), 
Rwanda Bureau of Standards (RBS), Rwanda Cooperative Agency (RCA) and 
Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB). The PSCBS report of 2011 noted that the 
agricultural sector in Rwanda is still constrained by a lack of technical and 
organizational capacity to deliver effective services at individual, organizational 
and institutional level. NCBS is guided by four principles: client-focus; 
responsiveness and accountability; pursuit of excellence and value for money 
concern. 


issues - Direct and indirect beneficiaries are not specified 
- No relation with farmer production or income 
- Link with farmer practices: By investing in PSCBS EKN contributes to the 


strengthening of the institutions that are related to the food security issue. 
it is expected that an improved enabling environment will lead to more and 
better organized agri-business, especially agro-processing, (commercial) 


                                                           
16 Dr. Mercyline Kamande and Mr. Eugene N. Gatari (2015). Medium Term Evaluation for the Food Security Capacity 
Building Project for Rwanda, Final Report. August 2015, page 25. 
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storage and food-related trade. Farmers will benefit from these improved 
circumstances; a concrete link is however not explained in the BeMo. 


- The project is expected to contribute to an enabling environment that 
stimulates trade and a better organized agri-business. This could result into 
more investments and productivity thereby resulting into more income for 
farmers and related industries, yet this is not mentioned in the BeMo. 


- The link with food security is not made explicit. Also the relation between 
NCBS and the four involved organizations remains unclear (MINICOM, RBS, 
RCA and RAB) How are the roles and responsibilities divided? Are they 
willing to cooperate? Are there penalties for not implementing the project 
well? Etc. 


- The BeMo states that sustainability is guaranteed because NCBS is placed 
under the responsibility of Minecofin, yet this is not further explained. It 
isassumed that the GoR is willing to put capacity issues high on the agenda 
and will invest financially in the NCBS, but no concrete agreements on this 
are mentioned. 


 
Organization and Implementation of the project 
The NCBS is the GoR body in charge of coordinating capacity building for the entire government. This 
implies that all government institutions need to submit capacity building plans (Annex 7 to their annual 
budgets), which are brought together in the NCBS dashboard for capacity building (CB). Based on this 
dashboard, NCBS prioritises CB activities for the coming year. NCBS also provides support to the private 
sector – specifically the sector skills councils that were first created in 2013, see also project 19815 – 
PROSKID for more information about the role of these councils – and civil society (Network of 
International NGOs in Rwanda and the Rwanda Civil Society Platform). NCBS provides a CB Handbook, 
monitoring and evaluation tools, coaching and mentoring and resource mobilisation. NCBS is responsible 
for publishing an annual society-wide CB report, but this was not published in 2014 and 2015. The aim is 
to publish it in 2016 for the first time. 
 
There is a four-year action plan that was defined for the project but this has evolved over time. NCBS 
claims that the action plan has evolved mainly due to different internal objectives in these four 
institutions. A new action plan has been agreed with EKN. As for following up the activities realized by the 
institutions, they need to be reviewed by NCBS and there are monthly reports between the service 
providers, institutions and NCBS. Agencies are quite independent in choosing the activities they want to 
implement. NCBS and agencies first realized a mapping of their needs with the focal points (contact points 
in agencies) of the organization and then defined an action plan. Main activities of the project are: 
technical assistance, trainings, research, infrastructure, organization systems, management information 
systems (MIS) or development of strategic plans.  
 
Planning  
Project is not progressing at the pace that was defined in the proposal. NCBS is not yet where they wanted 
to be. NCBS was also restructured and they needed to reorganize themselves. Moreover, it takes some 
time for implementers and NCBS to understand their own ways of working. Most notably, NCBS 
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experienced in the project that the agencies it works with expect NCBS coaches to provide technical 
assistance (i.e. to do work for the agency in question) rather than to coach their executives. 
The project is not yet finalised at the time of the end-line evaluation. 
 
Outputs 
The BeMo stated 10 expected outputs. The following section states the original expected outcomes (as in 
the BeMo) followed by the status of the work: 


(i) A strategic Human Resource Development plan established for MINICOM. NCBS believes 
needs of MINICOM have evolved since the project proposal and so, this activity has not been 
performed and replaced by another one. Their needs have evolved a lot given there is a new 
Government plan for agriculture and also the second EDPRS program. So, key outputs have 
changed and have been communicated to EKN. HR was abandoned at MINICOM as there was 
already an activity conducted in this field by another donor. It was replaced by two different 
activities.  
Five coaches were recruited in order to support programme management and there is also 
technical assistance in processing centres. 


(ii) An upgraded Management Information System (MIS) incorporating a food security module. 
The activity is ongoing and the technical specifications are currently being reviewed. Terms of 
reference have been launched by the end of February. 


(iii) A functional Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) system. A monitoring and evaluation tool has 
been defined and advertised but still, the M&E needs to be reinforced both at NCBS and at 
organizations. NCBS is currently being assisted by BTC on that matter as well.  


(iv) Staff skilled in developing draft laws and regulations related to food security and safety. The 
activity was completed in January 2014. Staff has been trained in different areas and they are 
currently developing standards and manuals. 


(v) Amended policy and law on cooperatives. NCBS has asked a proposal to RCA but this has not 
been received yet. This should be done in 2014.  


(vi) RCA decentralized policy and strategy available for cooperatives, federations and 
confederations. This has evolved because decentralization was developed by MINALOC. So, 
NCBS asked RCA for a concept note. The concept note is expected by the end of March 2014. 
The concept note will focus on how to collaborate with ministry for the roll out and the 
enforcement of the reform.  


(vii) Advocacy strategy for cooperatives drafted and implemented. There has been an issue with 
one of the service providers and this activity will be initiated in 2014. 


(viii) Knowledge management function developed at RAB. Ongoing process. The inception report 
was presented by the consultant early in March 2014. 


(ix) Functional review of RAB completed. NCBS realized that such a study had already been 
performed at RAB and so, the activity was adapted. NCBS focused on assisting RAB in 
implementing the recommendations made during this study. They will also recruit a finance 
management coach (recruiting process ongoing).  


(x) Annual collaboration and monitoring meetings between PSCBS and agencies and training 
institute by Nuffic. Nuffic is a Dutch agency supporting several projects especially trainings 
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and scholarships. This activity focuses on supporting organizations in water management and 
harvesting. A consultant is developing an assessment and at this stage, there is only a concept 
note. Afterwards, a feasibility study will be performed based on the capacity needs.  
 


A mid-term review conducted in August 201517 identified the following mid-term results in the area of 
effectiveness: 


• “With exception of one institution, which has suffered serial staff and management team turnover; 
there is strong evidence of stable and efficient functioning of the project coordination and 
implementation capacity of all beneficiary institutions. 
Based on findings from the documents and interviews the mid-term evaluation team concludes 
that the project has been so far effective in achieving expected outputs and outcomes under 
MINICOM, RSB, and RAB. Limited effectiveness at RCA to-date has been influenced by the factors 
explained in the previous paragraph.” 


• “The establishment of the Community Processing Centres (CPCs), reinforced with a cadre of 
coaches, has positively impacted on the volume and quality of food investment, production, 
processing and marketing within the value chain.” 


• “The Rwanda Standards Board (RSB)'s capacity building in the standardization and conformity 
framework for food security value chain has contributed to improved and increased valued added 
outcomes with a widening of services to a broader clientele. For instance this evaluation reveals 
that the installation of the wine scan in the RSB laboratories has greatly reduced the time for 
products testing and created an explosion of banana wine industry with the food security value 
chain in Rwanda.” 


• “Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB)'s investment has strengthened food security in terms of 
accessibility and improvement of production factors through capacity in extension services. The 
breadth and width of outreach with farmers has opened doors and created a fertile ground for 
other food-security agencies to address post-harvest infrastructure and markets within the food 
value-chain framework.” 


• “It was apparent during interviews and documents review that the views regarding the 
understanding and how the concept of Value chain was varied. The concept of value chain 
interlinked activities and outcomes and how they impact the food security capacity need to come 
out clearly and recorded. Project implementation would gain from a harmonized understanding 
of this concept and how it works towards contributing to the FSCBP goals.” 


 
Impact on food security 
NCBS sees the following impacts on food security: 


• NCBS’s support leads to sustainability of agencies and ministries and the setting up of standards. 
This may lead to an increase in sales of processed food 


• RAB performs research that can conduct to the definition of right, stronger varieties of crops or 
food. 


                                                           
17 Dr. Mercyline Kamande and Mr. Eugene N. Gatari (2015). Medium Term Evaluation for the Food Security Capacity 
Building Project for Rwanda, Final Report. August 2015, pages 7-9. 







65 
 


 
Other impacts are: 


• Organization are in a better position in value chains: people are trained and systems are in place. An 
important objective has been to make the agri institutions work together as a family. This is working, 
but with some difficulties. The needs assessments per agency and the initial workshops were done 
together, in inter-organizational teams. The implementation however was not conducted this way. In 
large part, this is due to the fact that the agencies differ significantly in their performance, which 
makes cooperation between the frontrunners and the laggards difficult. NCBS considers this their own 
failure, as they have the role of “team coach”. For the final leg of the project, the key question will be 
if this can still be achieved. 


• Having greater synergies along value chains, better coordination of agencies and donors’ projects. 
This value chain approach to public-private cooperation is not yet working, due to the limitations to 
the cooperation described above. 


 
The institutions NCBS also collaborates with other organizations and donors and so, NCBS finds it quite 
complex to isolate effects of their activities. There are also many actors involved. With regards to targets 
or beneficiaries, NCBS acts as a facilitator and only deals with agencies, so they are not in contact with 
direct beneficiaries. Farmers are beneficiaries of the project mainly through RCA and RAB. Projects are 
developed at district level with cooperatives.  
 
Still, it seems that there are very few indicators in place to follow up activities. NCBS does not have a very 
clear view on the starting position and did not have references to set up performance targets at the start 
of the project. Therefore, a baseline study was conducted in order to have a better overview of the 
situation at the beginning.  
 
Sustainability of results 
The sustainability of the project results can be insured in part through the permanent role of the NCBS 
(e.g. annual review of capacity building situation and plans of all organizations served by the project). Also, 
the effective parts of the project (e.g. completed trainings) will be self-sustaining to some extent. 
However, NCBS has noted a significant risk in the fact that the organizations have not continued to work 
together “as a family” after the initial needs assessment. The sustainability of results would benefit 
strongly from renewing this cooperation, which is NCBS’ focus during the remainder of the project. 
Challenges  
Capacity Building is mainly about soft skills but agencies might also need infrastructure and equipment to 
perform properly, so if really needed, NCBS might offer support in infrastructure investment. However 
the main challenge of the project has been to explain that NCBS coaches do not provide technical 
assistance, but rather coach the top managers of the agencies they work with. It gradually became clear 
that this crucial aspect of the coaching relationship was not understood by many of NCBS’ “clients” in the 
project. 
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11. Project 25059 - Consolidation Marshlands (in-depth evaluation) 
Project number 25059 Total project budget 


Total EKN grant 
EUR 15, 815,719 
EUR 11,761,707 


Implementing 
organization 


Deutsche Welthungerhilfe 
e.V. 


Budget 2012-2015 
by EKN 
Project expenditure 
2012-2015: 
Saldo 


EUR 1,436,079 
 
 
EUR 1,500,000 
EUR                 0 


Subject Consolidation Marshlands WHH 
Project title used 
by project 
implementer 


Consolidation of Marshland Development in Huye, Ruhango & Muhanga 
Districts, South Province, Rwanda (Consolidation phase ESIRU) 
Establishing a System of Integrated Resource Utilization (ESIRU)  


Period Start date :   1 January 2013                Expected end date: 31 December 2014 
End date : 31 December 2014 


Short description The project is a follow up of the ESIRU project I and II (Establishing a System of 
Integrated Resource Utilization), an earlier investment in strengthening soft 
infrastructure and investments in marshlands. The ESIRU Project started in 2004 
and consisted in developing idle swamps into irrigated marshland schemes for 
mainly rice farming. This project was meant for consolidating results by 
improving the capacity to manage the hardware and to further strengthen the 
social infrastructure. The overall goals for this whole program were poverty 
reduction, reduced malnutrition and self-reliant continuation of development 
initiatives. 
 
Outputs:  
a) Productive and protective infrastructure of Esiru I+II is consolidated and 


functioning: irrigation schemes, dams, terraces, infiltration galleries, roads 
and rice platforms as well as the rice mill (latter not financed by EKN); 


b) Local government authorities and agents (at all levels), organised farmers' 
groups (10 cooperatives, 7 water users associations and other groups) are 
enabled to manage the infrastructure in a self-determined, inclusive and 
sustainable manner; 


c) Strengthened influence of women within cooperatives and water users 
associations. 


 
Performance indicators for the outputs: 
• Increase in average rice production by 50% from 4 to 6 tons/per hectare/per 


harvest; 
• Two rice harvests per year;  
• Increase of 50% of income in Esiru cooperatives; 
• 100% of the rice-lands is utilized; 
• RWF allocated in districts and sectors budgets for repair and maintenance; 
• No. of women in leading positions in cooperatives increased; 
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• In all Water User Associations 42% of leaders are women by end 2014; 
• No. of women having access to SACCO family accounts. 
 
Outcomes: 
1. Complete productive marshlands and hillside infrastructure and to enable 


beneficiaries and local government authorities to take full responsibility and 
ownership of these works. 


2. Sustained reduction of poverty, enhancement of food security and self-
reliant continuation of development initiatives in Huye, Ruhango and 
Muhanga district by the end of 2014 and beyond. 


 
Intervention 
description 


The ESIRU program was generally designed to contribute to solving the 
problems of poverty and food security in the Southern Province of Rwanda. As 
mentioned above, the annual income of most of the ESIRU beneficiaries was 
extremely low. The same was for the food security conditions in the area. 
 
The consolidation phase has been designed after observing that the ESIRU 
achievements needed to be further consolidated and that users needed to be 
further prepared to take over. There was in particular the problem of poorly 
organized cooperatives and the newly formed Water Users’ organizations 
needed to be systematically capacitated so that they can take over the 
important tasks of infrastructure maintenance.  
 


Issues - The project is a follow up of earlier work. The fact that this consolidation 
phase is as necessary as EKN suggests might indicate a failed planning of the 
first project. Further on, the BeMo relies heavily on supposed knowledge on 
the previous trajectory and therefore is not always clear on the relevance 
and logic of this project. 


- Farmer involvement was a challenge in the beginning of the project but 
improved during the project with capacity building.  


- Rainfall / floods damaging terraces 
- Price of rice is fixed by the GoR . When the price drops as has been seen at 


baseline, it gives farmers the incentive to sell rice directly to buyers in order 
to get their cash more quickly. Fixing the price this may lower the incentives 
to collaborate among cooperatives and might also have a negative impact 
on the power of cooperatives. 
 


 
Organization of the project  
The ongoing project is a follow-up of the Marshland development that took place under the ESIRU 
program. It aims at consolidating the results achieved. In the course of the ESIRU project marshland areas 
in 4 districts were transformed into some 700 ha of highly productive rice perimeters. This includes the 
construction of 4 water dams (of which 3 function as storage basins) and 8 solid intake structures (see 
reports provided). Numerous additional infrastructural components like bridges, off-takes, crossing-
structures allow smooth operation of the irrigation facilities. The schemes are traversed by hundreds of 
km of primary, secondary and tertiary canals. 
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This project was a HIMO project (HIMO=Haute Intensité de Main D’oeuvre). The project employed about 
20,000 persons under Cash For Work (CFW) for the whole project period. The ESIRU project total budget 
was about € 20,000,000 and about 40% of it was directly paid to workers under Cash for Work system. 
The last project phase has a small CFW component for minor repair works and it employed about 1500 
workers during the project period. Moreover, several kinds of off farm jobs have created as a result of the 
project (small shops, agro processing units, etc.) 
 
Following the initial project planning (developed in close collaboration with LGA and farmers), the 
schemes are parcelled into plots of about 0,1 ha and distributed among the area’s population according 
to district poverty ranking - thus benefiting about 7,000 of the poorest households in the intervention 
area.  At end line (March 2016) the average productivity was 5,5 tons of rice per ha, with 2 crops per year. 
The aimed-at productivity was 6 tons per ha per season. The schemes are operated and maintained by 12 
fully established and functional cultivators’ cooperatives and 6 Water Users’ Organizations (WUO).  
This project phase was entirely dedicated towards capacity building and consolidation of existing 
infrastructure. Capacity building and organizational development are crucial for the finalization and the 
sustainability of the project and systems have to be put in place.  
 
There are several components in the project: 
• Reviewing the state of infrastructure, repair and maintenance 
• Hillsides to protect against erosion by building terraces, bench terraces... This will improve the 


production and will consolidate the infrastructure before the phasing out  
• Irrigation of marshlands  
• Cooperatives and crop production (the programme has generated 121 cooperatives): management 


and capacity building to take over the project  
• Capacity and preparation of Government institutions.  
Two main types of organizations are involved in the program: districts and farmers organizations. Districts 
and cooperatives provided workforce and work under ‘cash for work’. People were paid on a daily basis. 
 
Impact of the project 
Detailed information has been provided with regards to the overall programme from 2004 to 2014. Split 
was made among donors and funding. Here is the summary of results provided by WHH: 


Proj. 
No. 


Titel District Infrastru
cture 


ML (ha) TR 
(ha) 


IG 
(km) 


Roads 
(km) 


Coops 
(#) 


Coop 
mem
bers 
(#) 


Benef 
ML 
(#) 


Benef. 
TR (#) 


Benef. 
CFW(#) 


RWA 
1024 


ESIRU-I   


Huy/Muh
/Nya/Ruh 


2 
dams/res
ervoirs;   333,2 345 


  


35 4 2800 2800 501 


3.532 


RWA 
1024 


Huy/Muh
/Nya/Ruh 


5 intakes 2.787 


RWA 
1031 


ESIRU-II   Huy/Muh
/Nya/Ruh 


1 dam; 1 
intake 


247,5 170 600   6 2450 2450 247 4.593 
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The total project output was as followed: 
• 12 Marshland cooperatives: 6,250 members, of which 2,638 are women, reach: 35,000 indirect 


beneficiaries;  
• 6 WUO: 5,939 members, of which 2,439 are women; 
• 872 users of erosion protected hillside / terraces: 2,000 households, reach: 10,000 indirect 


beneficiaries; 
• 17.494 people participated in the Cash for Work program 
• 500 Local government authorities. 
 
 


Activity Results 2012-2015 
Marshland Development → 706,5 ha of highly productive irrigation schemes 


- 3 dams 
- 8 intakes 
- numerous irrigation infrastructure 


components 
Hill-side agriculture / terraces 
 


→ 600 ha of highly productive radical terraces 


 
Soil and water conservation 
 


→ 1,240 km of infiltration galleries 
→ 1,5 Million agro-forestry trees planted 


 
Road construction and rehabilitation 
 


→ 130 km of rural feeder and access roads constructed 
or rehabilitated  


Agro-processing / value chain 
 


→ Construction of the Gafunzo Agro-Processing Unit 
(Rice mill with capacity) 


Organizational Development & 
Gender 


→ Support of 12 Cooperative and several Association 


RWA 
1034-
11 


ESIRU-II 
Ext. 


Huy/Muh
/Nya/Ruh 


2 intakes 125,5 85 640 
40 2 1000 1000 124 


3.820 


RWA 
1037 


ESIRU 
Consolidati
on Phase 


Huy/Muh
/Nya/Ruh 


        
38         


2.762 


Total        706,2 600 1240 113 12 6250 6250 872 17.494 
                                       


ML Marshlands 
           


TR Terraces 
           


IG Infiltration Galleries 
          


Coop Cooperati
ve 
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→ Scheme and water management carried out by Coops 
& WUAs 


→ Irrigation schemes with 2 crops per season; at end 
line between 5- 5,5 t / ha (rice) 


→ 100 % utilization of terraces, currently 4 t / ha (maize) 
School 
construction/rehabilitation/expansion 
 


→ 13 schools in 5 districts (at each school 6-12 new 
classrooms with latrines and cisterns for rain-water-
harvesting were built) 


Rural water supply → 60 spring cappings in 3 districts 
Cross-cutting issues → e.g. Malaria treatment with Artemisia Annua 


 
 
Outputs:  


The project results show that in 10 years’ time output indicator ‘a’ has been met. The project resulted 
into productive and protective infrastructure of Esiru I+II is consolidated and functioning: irrigation 
schemes, dams, terraces, infiltration galleries, roads and rice platforms as well as the rice mill.  


The performance indicators related to the outputs have almost fully been met: 


• Increase in average rice production by 50% from 4 to 6 tons/per hectare/per harvest: the rice 
production is 5-5,5 tons (beneficiaries even of the focus group discussion mention even lower results 
depending on the weather conditions of 4,5-5,5 tons/per ha/season). The output is somewhat 
lagging behind. Especially since we learned that a new target has been set by the farmers and 
districts, wanting to reach 7 tons/ per ha/ per season. Outside the reach of WHH however we 
received data in Muhanga district, stating that the average rice production reached 5,93 ton/ha in 
2014-2015 showing that there is improvement (also other projects and partners involved to realize 
this goal, such as local partners Ugama, Syndicat Ingabo etc.) 


• Two rice harvests per year: this output has fully been met, there are now two harvest per season of 
approximately 5,5 ton / hectare / season. 


Productivity & actual yearly 
production 


Marshland Terraces 
Rice 
(90%) 


Maize 
(10%) 


Beans 
(10%) 


Mai
ze 


Bea
ns 


Cassa
va 


Pineap
ple 


Average Productivity ESIRU 
(t/ha/season) 


5,5 3 2 3 3 15 35 


Crops per year (#) 2 1 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 
Proportion (%) 90 10 10 70 70 20 10 
Production ESIRU I (t/year) 4257 129 86 724,


5 
724,


5 
517,5 603,75 


Production ESIRU II (t/year) 2673 81 54 535,
5 


535,
5 


382,5 446,25 
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• Increase of 50% of income in Esiru cooperatives: With the stable income from 2 regular crops per 
year (ca. € 300 / 0,1 ha), the basic household income situation of participating families has improved 
substantially (nourishment, housing, health insurance, school clothing ectc.) In addition farmers 
benefit from the improved production of the terraces. Also participants of the FGD indicateethat 
their income has improved substantially, which is attributable to this project and has allowed them 
to be able to acquire other assets such building permanent houses, buying animals and other assets 
such as bicycles and motor cycles.  


The following economic figures received from WHH (survey) about marshlands rice farming at the 
end of the project confirm that the project improved the income of households benefiting from the 
project: 


Situation at the 
beginning of ESIRU 


Situation at the beginning of the 
consolidation phase (end 2012) 


Situation at the end of the 
project (End 2014) 


Most of beneficiaries 
have an annual income 
of less than 10 euro.  


4t/ha/season on average: 8t/ha/year 5.5t/ha/season on average: 
11t/ha/year 


700 ha x 8,000 kg x 300 RWF = 
1,680,000,000 RWF/year  
(2.2 Mio €) gross-return; 


700 ha x 11,000 kg x 300 RWF 
=2,310,000,000 RWF/year (3.9 
Mio €) gross-return; 


1 household on 1/10 ha plot has 
presently: 240,000 RWF/ year; or € 315 


1 household: 330,000 
RWF/year; or € 412 


 


The above figures are supplemented by the considerable income on bench terraces on the hillsides. 
The income does not seem to have increased by 50% (increase of 30% excl. income terraces), but 
the impact has been large. The target output has partially been met  , leading to the 
accomplishment of this output indicator.  


• 100% of the rice-lands is utilized: we learned that 90%-100% of the land is utilized. This is in line with 
the output indicator. 


• RWF allocated in districts and sectors budgets for repair and maintenance: for the in-depth study we 
used the Muhanga district as a case study. We received data from the district of their overall project 
planning for fiscal year 2016-2017 and saw that Muhanga district is budgeting large amount of 
money for repair and maintenance of roads, rehabilitation of water supply systems, rehabilitation for 
forests and construction of for example rice drying grounds. This shows that districts in Rwanda take 
into consideration the budgeting for repair and maintenance. This output target has been met. 


Total 6930 210 140 126
0 


126
0 


900 1050 


Direct beneficiaries 6250 870 
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• Nr. of women in leading positions in cooperatives increased: at baseline 20% of the leading positions 
within cooperatives were held by women. At end line 2,638 (42,2%) women had a leading position 
within a cooperative. WHH had a gender specialist in the project team and this role was reinforced in 
the consolidation phase. The output target has been met. 


• In all Water User Associations 42% of leaders are women by end 2014: 2,439 were part of the WUA. 
It is not known how many of them had a leading position. 


• No of women having access to SACCO family accounts:  The gender specialist made sure that women 
were employed, that they were getting paid on their own bank accounts (SACCO Bank) and that 
women were empowered by receiving financial literacy. The exact number of women having access 
to SACCO via this project is unknown. 


Output b emphasizes that local government authorities and agents (at all levels),  organised farmers' 
groups (10 cooperatives, 7 water users associations and other groups) are enabled to manage the 
infrastructure in a self-determined, inclusive and sustainable manner:  


The project result show that this output has been met. The project was not only teaching farmers how 
to grow rice, but was also promoting appropriate farming techniques for growing maize and beans on 
the hillsides along the valleys. The farmers were taught and guided in constructing soil conservation 
structures to address the problem of erosion in the area.  


The District had a role of ensuring sustainability of the infrastructure in the marshlands. The District 
monitors cooperatives to ensure that they perform their functions as expected. During the end line it 
reported that the maintenance of the infrastructure function was done in collaboration with farmers, 
the district and Welthungerhilfe. In Muhanga district the district and farmers through their own 
initiative without Welthungerhilfe involvement were growing more agro-forestry trees. Already they 
had planted 15, 482 trees in 1 sector out of three (3) sectors to prevent erosion. 


The WUOs control the use of the dam water and ensure the dam infrastructure is maintained. The WUOs 
were working closely with the Cooperatives. The cooperatives allocated part of the farmers’ incomes to 
WUOs to facilitate them in performing their functions. The WUOs have staff that they have employed who 
oversee irrigation and maintenance of the irrigation infrastructure.  


All the relevant stakeholder with an important role for the district still maintain the infrastructure in a 
self-determined, inclusive and sustainable manner  even though the project has ended. This output has 
been reached and proven to be sustainable.  


Output c focused on strengthened influence of women within cooperatives and water users 
associations. As mentioned above women have received leading positions in cooperatives and WUO’s. 
This output has been met as well.  
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Outcomes: 


1. Complete productive marshlands and hillside infrastructure and to enable beneficiaries and local 
government authorities to take full responsibility and ownership of these works. 


The several outputs showed that there has been a close collaboration between WHH, the districts, 
cooperations and WUA’s. WHH has worked with the Government and the districts to raise awareness 
about the use of the marshlands, which are property of the Government and cooperatives have rights to 
use them, whereas terraces are private properties.  


The comprehensive involvement of users and local government authorities (LGA) during all project phases 
was a key success factor in the consolidation phase. During the project LGA were comprehensively 
supported in taking over operation and maintenance (O&M) of the ESIRU facilities. In the course of the 
program, joint activities collaborative agreements (MoUs), with province, districts as well as governmental 
institutions were established, ensuring active involvement in the program implementation and 
establishing mechanisms to ensure the follow up of the management of the schemes after the end of the 
project. 
The fact that districts like Muhanga districts reserve sufficient budget in their planning for rehabilitation, 
construction works and other activities related to agriculture shows that the GoR is taking its full 
responsibility. Also the fact that the farmers and district look for own funding and solutions for problems 
such as repair of dams or planting 15, 482 trees to prevent erosion in one sector shows that the 
stakeholders work closely together also now that the project has ended. The outcome has been 
successful and is reached.  


2. Sustained reduction of poverty, enhancement of food security and self-reliant continuation of 
development initiatives in Huye, Ruhango and Muhanga district by the end of 2014 and beyond. 


The project has improved the food security situation of households benefiting from it in many ways. The 
rice yields have improved at a rate of more than 4 times (from 1--2 to 5.5 t/ha). Although most of the 
produced rice is sold to rice processing factories, rice growers do generally keep some 20% of the total 
production for own home consumption. Moreover, the main part of the rice income is invested in 
households feeding by purchasing other staple food from the market.  


Farming on the hillsides was also an important component of the project that highly contributed to 
improving the food security situation of the households benefiting from the project. On the hillsides, the 
project supported beneficiaries with erosion control measures and improvement of agriculture on the 
newly established bench terraces. Diversified food and cash crops have been introduced and supported 
(pineapple, beans, cassava, maize, geranium, fruits, etc.).  


The project has indirectly benefited many more people and it allowed other foods producers to improve 
their production. This was particularly observed through the fact that farmers of the area who had not 
received a plot in the new schemes started to grow rice in the neighbouring non developed schemes just 
because they had seen from the project how important is to grow rice. Moreover, the increase of 
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income from the project by beneficiaries has contributed to improved local economies hence allowing 
other food producers to improve their production. 


According to the district agronomist in Muhanga Welthungerhilfe had achieved its goal by 100% that of 
increasing production among the farmers. Before the project, potatoes were the main crops produced 
and did not have a ready market where they could be sold but with rice, the farmers got a ready market 
and as a result their incomes improved. The marshlands were consolidated and put into productive use. 


Sustainability 
The involvement of key stakeholders such as local government, farmers, cooperatives and WUO has been 
a key element to the success of the project and sustainability. As already explained at outcome indicator 
1, this has proven to be successful and shows that the key stakeholder take full responsibility of the 
situation and that the project has been sustainable. 
 
Next to the more than 17.000 Cash for Work jobs, a number of off farm jobs have been created as a result 
of the project. Several new shops have been opened in the project areas following the huge inflow of cash 
during project implementation. Several processing units have been started in the project area following 
the considerable increase of agricultural production (rice, maize, cassava, pineapple, etc.). According to 
WHH long lasting jobs created as a result of the project are estimated at about 100 (non-farming jobs= 
shops, agro processing units, cooperative employees, inputs sellers, etc.). 
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12. Project 25195 – Participatory forest management (PAREF NL-2) 
 


Project number 25195 Total project budget 
Total EKN grant 


EUR 6,305,510 
EUR 5,630,996 


Implementing 
organization 


Rwanda Natural Resource 
Authority (RNRA) 


Budget 2012-2015 by 
EKN 
 
Expenditure 2012-
2015 
 
Saldo 


Unknown 
 
 
Unknown 
 
 
In progress 


Subject 
 
Project title used 
by project 
implementer  


Support to participatory forest management pilots and biomass energy 
production in 9 districts of Rwanda (PAREF NL-2) 
PAREF NL-2 


Period Start date: August 2013             Expected end date: 31 December 2016  
Short description Overall goal: The implementation of the national forest policy contributes to 


poverty alleviation, economic growth and environment protection. 
Specific objective: Qualitative and quantitative management of forest resources 
for biomass energy in the 9 districts improved. 
 
Four indicators: 
(1) Figures on forest cover: 3500 ha of new forest plantation in public (2500 ha) 
and private land (1000 ha) will be realized – On track to be achieved: at the 
time of end-line visit, 2,299 Ha had been created on new Public lands and 970 
Ha created on new Private lands in the zone of intervention 
(2) Figures on annual increment (12.5 m3/ha/year) and standing volume for 
pilot areas; 
(3) Quality of 9 management plans at district and sector level; 
(4) Awareness amongst stakeholder on participatory forest management: 250 
persons from different institutions including authorities and technicians will 
participate in awareness activities technically and financially. 
 
Outputs: 
1. Organizational forest management capacities at district and sector level are 
improved; 
2. The forest cover in the 9 districts on public and private land is increased; 
3. Lessons are learned by experimenting with participatory forest management 
on public land at pilot area level.  
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Performance indicators for the outputs: 
1.1. 18 forest and financial staff financed by District at the end of the project 
will be trained; 
1.2. 9 detailed forest management budget proposals are developed per district 
for the fiscal year; 
1.3. 9 districts are in charge of forest on public land; 
1.4. 101 staff from districts and the department of Forestry and Nature 
Conservation will be trained in sustainable forest management.  
2.1. 2500 Ha of biomass energy plantations on public land are established; 
2.2. 1000 Ha biomass energy plantations on private lands are created; 
2.3. Established plantations >0.25 Ha are incorporated in to forest GIS, district 
and sector maps; 
3.1. District forest management plans of the 9 districts are updated; 
3.2. Forest management plans developed for 9 sectors with participatory 
management; 
3.3. Lessons learned and recommendations are formulated based on 
experimenting with participatory forest management in 9 pilot areas 
(>100Ha/district); 
3.4. Proposal for forest rules and regulations on participatory forest 
management of public forest developed; 
3.5. Average annual increment per ha for 9 pilot biomass plantations measured 
yearly. The average increment will reach 12.5m3/ha/year from 10.000 ha 
already planted; 
3.6. 13.2 tons of charcoal and number of 200 steers of firewood produced per 
hectare of pilot by the end of 2015 from 10.000 ha already planted; 
3.7. A proper mechanism for sharing of benefits coming from the participatory 
managed biomass energy plantations will be in place and functioning. 


Intervention 
description 


More than 95% of Rwandan households use fuel wood or charcoal and will 
greatly benefit from the access as consumers (output 1.4 MASP). PAREF NI-2 is a 
follow up for PAREF NI-1. By investing in forest management capacity more 
firewood and charcoal becomes available. Yet the link between firewood and 
charcoal and food security is not specified. 


Issues - Farmer practices: Training on financial and forest management is provided. 
Also 250 jobs are created which leads to more income and thereby more 
food security. 


- Indirect effect on food security: The charcoal and fuelwood will become 
more available, yet it is mentioned that this will be sold for the benefit of 
the Forestry department, local people, entrepreneurs and (ultimately) 
consumers. Yet nothing is mentioned about how this will be done and 
against what price, will this be focused on letting as much people benefit as 
possible or to make as much profit as possible? (see also output indicator 
3.6 and 3.7) 







77 
 


- Different terms are used: firewood, fuel wood and cooking wood, but it is 
understood they all mean the same: wood for cooking. 


- Food security impacts are indirect because more charcoal and fuel wood 
becomes available and more land becomes suitable for farming, yielding 
more income. Yet it is not proven that this will be indeed used for food 
preparation. Also it is unclear how this will become available to 
people/consumers and which category is targeted here (e.g. poorest 
people, children). 


 
Project PAREF NL-2 is the follow-up of PAREF NL-1 implemented in the past with BTC (project 19462)18. 
The overall objective of that project was the reforestation of nine districts in the North and West of the 
country. It was also to improve the quality of forestry production. So, the project focused on reforestation 
(increase in the surface), maintenance and preservation and valorisation of forestry products. For more 
details on the outputs and results of the first project, see below and see also documents received “Support 
Program to the Reforestation in 9 districts of the Northern and Western Provinces of Rwanda (RWA 
080631T – 18841 Amb/PB) – Final Report”).  
 
PAREF NL-1 focused on public forests (managed by the central government) only. In PAREF NL-2 the 
forests managed by the districts and forests in private hands are also part of the project scope. Public 
forests make up 69,13% of the forests in Rwanda, while district and privately managed forests account for 
respectively 4,57% and 26,30% (2013 figures, provided by RNRA). The challenge for privately owned 
forests is that they are smaller and more scattered than public forests, resulting in more limited capacity 
for forest management. Therefore, improving management of privately owned forests requires more 
effort. Thus, the project builds on and expands the achievements of PAREF NL-1. 
 


No Category of forest depending on the 
owner 


Area (Ha) Percentage of each 
category (%) 


1 Public forest 238,827 69.13 
2 Private forest 90,889 26.30 
3 District forest 15,783 4.57 
Total 345,500 100 


N.B: Those data are for the year 2013. 
 
Project PAREF 2-NL focuses on participatory forest management, involving the districts and the local 
population in the decision of where forests should be planted. Also, like in PAREF NL-1, the HIMO approach 
is applied. The first phase of the project deals with the reforestation and the increase in the area covered 
(goal is to reach 30% of land covered by forest). Currently, forestry is about 29% of land in Rwanda. Then, 
a second objective is to reinforce forest management and productivity. The implementation of the project 
is performed with local partners and agreements are signed with districts. Cooperatives and population 
are closely involved in the project as well. There will be training and pilot sites. By the end of the project, 


                                                           
18 In the course of the baseline assessment we were informed that a further continuation of PAREF II has been 
granted under project number 25812, for a total budget of EUR 5,630,996, to be spent during the years 2012-2016. 
Project 25812 has not been included in the scope of this evaluation. 
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productivity of land will be checked to evaluate the evolution. Currently, the productivity is about 9,6 
m³/ha while the objective by the end of the project is 12,5 m³/ha. The third component of the project on 
valorisation of forestry products will also consist of information sessions and promotion on better use of 
cooking wood (actually the improvement and promotion will not be only on wood. Currently, it seems 
that households’ “oven” (fire place/furnace) are made of rocks whereas using clay would help consuming 
much less cooking wood). Currently, the yield of carbonization (so, burning wood in rocks furnace) is about 
12% while the aim is to get to 20%.  
 
Implementation and organization of the project 
Implementation 
The project has the same components as PAREF NL-1, but it has a stronger focus on forest management 
and the capacity for this at the level of the districts. The project also builds on the achievements of PAREF 
NL-1. PAREF NL-2 targets the same districts as PAREF NL-1.  
 
Organization 
There is a management team of the project based in Kigali. This team has signed ‘management contracts’ 
with nine districts; the districts define their own intervention areas. The districts are divided into four 
zones and there is a supervisor for each zone but there is not a single person for each and every zone, 
they combine several working zones. So, all in all, there are four supervisors (three of them are in charge 
of 2 districts, and the fourth one is in charge of 3 districts). At the district level, there is a technician 
specialized in reforestation and extension of forestry who is in charge of the daily management of the 
project in the field. The approach for reforestation is the HIMO approach so the technician works in close 
collaboration with the District Forest Officer (DFO) in order to supervise the people working. DFO also 
helps identifying the areas where reforestation should take place and also for supervising the manpower. 
Up to March 31st 2016 an amount of 1,099,664,912 Rwandan Francs was paid to manpower contributing 
to poverty reduction in rural areas especially in rural households. Finally, the training part was organized 
with the assistance of international technical assistance. By april 2016 511 members of 18 cooperatives 
had been trained. There is an overall Director of Administration and Finance (DAF) who is in charge of the 
financial follow up of the project and he is seconded by local staff at the district level, since district level 
is in charge of the payroll of workers.  
 
Participatory management 
This project aims at setting a participatory approach so the project team identifies cooperatives already 
active in forestry management in order to give them trainings and assist them with capacity building 
matters. Project also involves families and households as reforestation is performed through HIMO, so 
this provides jobs to the local population and helps them increase their earnings. It is interesting to note 
that HIMO also focuses on hiring women as they are an important “vector” of education in the family. 
One of the objectives is also to set up an approach with benefits sharing between the Government of 
Rwanda and the local population. Practical details have still to be defined but RNRA will assist local 
population in order to define the approach, the activities of the local cooperatives and train them in order 
to reinforce their capabilities.  
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Planning 
The project started with some delay, in August 2013. This means that there was a gap between PAREF NL-
1 and the current project. As the project started with maintenance of young trees planted during PAREF 
NL-1, these tasks were delayed and in some cases led to young trees being damaged by cows or weeds. 
 
The project will run until December 2016. Therefore the complete results of the project are not available 
at the time of this evaluation. 
 
Challenges faced 
Degradation of planted trees by shepherds especially in Gishwati zone. Sometimes this creates conflict 
between forest guards and the shepherds. Those conflicts have thus far been solved by district authorities 
through collaboration with the Project Management Unit and the RNRA. 
 
Impact on food security and beneficiaries 
Impacts on food security are rather indirect and can be described as follows: 


(i) Reforestation increases the number of trees and so, the availability of ligneous products. This 
contributes to soil preservation and fight against erosion which in turns leads to higher 
agricultural production and thus may allow smallholder farmers to increase the food security 
of their families.  


(ii) Trees are also planted in fields for agro-forestry; by selecting specific tree races, this helps to 
have better fertile lands and also protects agriculture areas/fields from erosion. This 
contributes to better production and yields. Agro-forestry farmers are also taught how to 
harvest seeds from the trees and store them for planting new trees in the future. 


(iii) The production of charcoal become 100% more efficient due to the new techniques charcoal 
makers are trained in. This implies that for producing the same amount of charcoal, only 50% 
of the amount of trees is cut. For charcoal makers this implies a significant increase in 
productivity and income. A similar training programme is in place for tree nursery bed 
workers. 


(iv) HIMO approach enables job creation and gives extra revenues for households who can then 
buy food. Also, some of the HIMO workers may develop skills that allow them to find jobs 
after the project is completed. No numbers are available on this. 


(v) Protection of the watersheds and protection of rivers lead to a better management of 
watercourses and this also helps reducing the floods or erosion, which in turn helps keeping 
the agriculture areas. 


(vi) Reforestation lowers air, soil and water pollution which to better quality food and especially 
fishes. 


 
With regards to beneficiaries, details are available in the evaluation report of the first project but main 
target is the population at district level. Project targets districts with a relatively high poverty level. Direct 
beneficiaries are workers employed under the HIMO approach. The Government of Rwanda has declared 
that at least 30% of the HIMO workers should be women. Part of the HIMO approach is specifically focused 
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on people with skills, but not a job. For example, multiple agronomists have been recruited this way. They 
are tasked with training other HIMO workers, thus adding to quality of training and on-the-ground 
supervision, while also allowing them to apply their skills and potentially find work after the project. 
 


The total expenses for cash-for- work in PAREF NL1 Project is: 4.54 billion Rwandan Francs or 5.68 million 
Euros. In addition to payments for HIMO labour, the above amount has been spent on tree seedlings 
production (Public and Private) and payments of guards and maintenance. 
 
Sustainability of results 


• Sustainability of the project can be expected to improve because of much stronger involvement 
of the districts (e.g. in terms of where to plant forests and who should be involved as HIMO 
workers) and private forest owners than in PAREF NL-1. Also, an added benefit of the project is 
that private forests are identified and mapped (a GIS specialist has been included in the project 
team for this purpose). Families that have received trees must sign a contract with the district in 
which they commit to managing the trees. Villages that have received trees are assisted in setting 
up committees that will monitor the management of the trees by these families and report to the 
districts. Together, these elements are expected to further improve forest management. 


• Also, further capacity building at district level has been delivered, through training of District 
Forest Officers and 15 agronomists per district in a.o. the use of GPS, tree measurement and 
managing high-quality seeds. 


• The problem signalled in PAREF NL-1 about bad quality of tree seeds, is being remedied by training 
the cooperatives in the collection and conservation of seeds from their own trees. As the 
cooperatives are paid for collecting good seeds, this is a new way for their members to increase 
their income. 


• A risk that could undermine the result of the project is the length of it. The project will last about 
2,5 years while it is estimated that such a reforestation programme should rather last 5 years. 
There is indeed only one planting season a year and so, if the project lasts 2 years and if there is 
delay one year, then, there is only one plantation that is possible. Also, forests planted later in the 
project may not become productive before the HIMO part of the project ends, which implies the 
risk of damage to young trees similar to that which occurred in some cases between PAREF NL-1 
and NL-2. So, this could reduce the results with regards to the areas that will be replanted.  
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13. Project 25454 - Cooperatives Support Programme 
Project number 25454 Total project budget 


Total EKN grant 
EUR 2,166, 843 
EUR 2,166, 843 


Implementing 
organization 


SPARK Rwanda Budget 2012-2015 by 
EKN 
Expenditure 2012-
2015 
Saldo 


EUR 1,758,474 
 
EUR 1,758,474 
 
Project in progress 


Subject Cooperatives Support Programme 
Project title used 
by project 
implementer 


Cooperatives Support Programme (CSP) 


Period Start date : 6 May 2013       Expected end date : 31 January 2017 (extension 
request for 10 months was submitted and awarded) 
End date : 31 March 2016 (scheduled, but not met) – extended to March 2017 


Short description Programme objective: accelerate agri-business development thus promoting 
rural economic growth and generating jobs in the agricultural sector. This will 
contribute to food security and stability.  
Sub-objective 1: to strengthen the capacity of cooperatives as well as new and 
existing agribusinesses (making use of cooperatives' produce) thereby 
generating employment opportunities and contributing to stability and food 
security. 
Sub-objective 2: to strengthen the capacity of the Cooperatives Support 
Network (CSNs) and relevant government agencies in the selected districts. 
 
Note: Indicators with * are used by EKN for result chain/result fiche. These are 
not all indicators; also some extra indicators are mentioned at the end.  
 
Outcomes with (sub)objective 1: 


• Existing cooperatives and new and existing agribusinesses increased 
production and developed (new) products and/or services in the 
selected districts; 


• Employment generated in cooperatives, in new and existing 
agribusinesses in the selected districts as well as in their supply chain 
and distribution networks; 


• Food security increased. 
 
Indicators: 


• Increase in number of cooperatives supplying new products in selected 
districts (25% compared to baseline);  


• Number of agri-businesses activities started in selected districts (35); 
• * Total value in EUR of these cooperatives' and agribusinesses' products 


per year increased (25%); 
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• Number of direct jobs created in supported/started cooperatives and 
agri-businesses during the three year and after the programme (750); 


• * Increase in volume of tons of food reaching the domestic markets (tbd 
on basis of baseline). 


 
Outcomes within (sub) objective 2: 


• Cooperative support structures are better able to provide relevant and 
appropriate coaching and guidance to existing cooperatives and SMEs. 


Indicators: 
• Increase in number of cooperatives and SMEs using the services of CSN 


(25% compared to baseline); 
• * Increase in cooperatives and SME satisfaction with the CSN support   


(50%).  
 
Outcome indicators that EKN will monitor: 


• Total value in EUR of targeted cooperatives and agribusinesses products 
increased per year by 25%; 


• Volume in tons of food reaching the domestic markets increased by x% 
(tbd on basis of baseline); 


• Satisfaction of cooperatives and SMEs with the Cooperatives Support 
Network support increased by 50%; 


• No. of targeted cooperatives that receive a (commercial) loan for the 
first time. 


• SPARK indicates that definite indicators will be determined in inception 
phase, EKN has to approve these! 


 
! Indicators with * are used by EKN for result chain/result fiche. These are not all 
indicators, also some extra indicators are mentioned at the end. Note: for most 
outputs, no information is available as to whether they have been met or not, 
as a) the project is still on-going and b) the mid-term review19, which addressed 
results achieved by December 2014, covered only a small number of these 
outputs. 
 
Outputs with (sub) objective 1 


• General management& organization support provided to selected 
cooperatives in the selected districts; 


• Package of business services provided to selected cooperatives' and 
agribusinesses' entrepreneurs in the selected districts; 


• Financial institutions' agri-finance products and instruments made 
available to cooperatives, starting and growing agribusinesses in 
selected districts. 


 
 


                                                           
19 Friends Consult (2015). Mid-Term Review (MTR) of the Cooperatives Support Program (CSP). Kampala, August 2015, page 26. 
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Indicators: 
• Number of cooperatives supported/trained/coached (100) – on track by 


end of 2014 (96% of annual target); 
• * Number of cooperatives staff/members provided with general 


management & organization training & coaching (500) – on track by end 
of 2014 (226% of annual target); 


• * Number of (potential) entrepreneurs from cooperatives and starting 
and growing agribusinesses provided with business skills 
training&coaching (60) – behind target by end of 2014 (60% of annual 
target); 


• Number of cooperatives and/or (starting/growing) agri-businesses 
provided with financial services (18) – on track by end of 2014 (250% of 
annual target).  


 
Outputs with (sub) objective 2: 


• Market analyses in selected districts and market and business 
opportunities for cooperatives identified; 


• Business Development Services for Cooperatives at existing or new 
CSNs and financial institutions introduced and/or strengthened;  


• General Management & Organizational Capacity Services for 
Cooperatives at existing CSNs introduced/strengthened.  


Indicators: 
• Number of market analyses conducted and reported including business 


opportunities for cooperatives (9); 
• Number of market opportunities identified and reported during 


inception phase (18); 
• Number of key stakeholders incl. CSN and governmental agencies 


involved in analyses (18); 
• * Number of demand-driven businesses development services 


introduced and strengthened at CSNs and agencies; 
• Number of financial products and instruments for cooperatives in 


selected districts identified at financial institutions (18) and introduced 
to cooperatives/entrepreneurs; 


• * Number of CSN and FI staff/trainers/advisors/coaches trained (60); 
• * Percentage of CSN and FI staff/trainers/advisors/coaches indicating 


that business development and financial services related competences 
have been strengthened relevant to the gap analyses (75%); 


• Number of demand-driven Management & Organizational Capacity 
Services introduced and strengthened at CSNs (30); 


• Number of CSN staff trained (30); 
• Percentage of CSN staff indicating that management&organization 


related competences have been strengthened relevant to the gap 
analyses (75%) 
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Output indicators that EKN will monitor: 
• Number of cooperatives' staff/members provided with general 


management & organization training &coaching (500) – on track by end 
of 2014 (226% of annual target); 


• Number of (potential) entrepreneurs from cooperatives and starting 
and growing agribusinesses provided with business skills training & 
coaching (60) – behind target by end of 2014 (60% of annual target); 


• Number of demand-driven business development services introduced 
and strengthened at Cooperative Support Networks and agencies (18); 


• Number of Cooperative Support Networks and Financial Institutions 
staff/trainers/advisors/coaches trained (60 in business development 
and financial services and 30 in management and organizational 
capacity); 


• Percentage of Cooperative Support Networks and Financial Institutions 
staff/trainers/advisors/coaches indicating that business development 
and financial services related competences have been strengthened 
relevant to the gap analyses (75%); 


• Number of demand-driven Management & Organizational Capacity 
Services introduced and strengthened at CSNs (30); 


• Number of CSN staff trained (30); 
• Percentage of CSN staff indicating that management & organization 


related competences have been strengthened relevant to the gap 
analyses (75%) 


Intervention 
description 


Two approaches are used in this project: a selected group of cooperatives is 
directly targeted with coaching and training and a much larger cooperative 
group is indirectly targeted through capacity building of the Cooperative 
Support Network in the selected districts. The target for objective 1 is 
intermediate cooperatives, they will become professional cooperatives. On 
objective 2 basic cooperatives will grow into intermediate cooperatives. 


Issues - Beneficiaries are not specified 
- Farmer income and production are not mentioned 
- Effect on farmer practices: Cooperatives' staff and members are trained. It 


is not explicitly mentioned how many people are involved but the project 
aims to strengthening the private sector this could lead to increased 
production of farmers. An increase in food production and an increase in 
jobs created are direct ouctomes of the project. 


- Contribution to food security has not been made explicit, some outcomes 
and outputs are directly related to food security but it is not clear how the 
project contributes to these. 


 
Organization and implementation 
The selection of the cooperatives was based on several criteria: (i) access to market, so that means that 
cooperatives selected not only produce for themselves but also for third parties, (ii) well developed 
cooperatives (awareness and promotion of the programme was also made via other organizations such 
as WHH, CFH Global, BTC, Feed the future...), (iii) employing at least 1 FTE, (iv) registered by law at RCA 
for at least 1 year, (v) have at least 30% women in membership, (vi) main crops are in one of the 4 focus 
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area. There were 190 applications in total, of which 95 met the criteria. The first 40 cooperatives to be 
supported were chosen randomly. 
 
Training needs assessment and the baseline study were performed over October and November 2013. 
There are several intervention levels during the course of the project:  


(i) Targeting cooperatives directly and giving them business development trainings but this is not 
the first focus as Spark believes that training is not sufficient for a behavioural change. To 
deepen the impacts and make change last, coaching and mentoring is important 


(ii) Coaching and mentoring. Spark has been recruiting coaches at the district levels. Some are 
full time but mostly work part time. The coaches will at least be in charge of one cooperative 
per coach for part-time and 4 to 5 cooperatives for the other ones. There are in the process 
of training the trainers (ToT) and adapting the course material. Course material has to be 
aligned with RCA but there is a gap on agri-business and so Spark will have to develop the 
material 


(iii) Capacity building at the district level to ensure sustainability. This part started end of 2014. 
 


In December 2015, Spark submitted an Annual action plan for the remainder of the project (which has 
been extended to March 2017 after earlier delays in project implementation). The action plan clarifies 
that due to the larger than expected number of cooperatives trained, the trickle-down of learnings to 
cooperative members has suffered. In order to remedy that shortcoming, coaches who were operating 
part-time have received full-time contracts. Spark also reports: “For the year 2016, interventions that 
directly target the membership of cooperatives (My farm enterprise and Agri-business plans 
competitions) will be strengthened and scaled up to complement the meso-level interventions delivered 
during the last two years of the project implementation. This is crucial to ensure a proper connection 
between the growth of members and the overall growth of the cooperatives, for enhancing accountability, 
loyalty, membership retention and commitments strategy as an effort to entrench sustainability to ensure 
continuity and future survival of the target cooperatives.”20  
 
The Annual action plan also contains information about an increase in the project budget, from the 
original amount of 1,851,025 Euros to 2,166, 843 Euros, which was already approved by EKN at the time 
of submitting the action plan. This is in line with the information received from the EKN and IOB about the 
project budget. 
 
Sparks sees two risks that could undermine the results of their project. The first one is associated with the 
stimulation of contracts for buyers. If cooperatives cannot deliver large volumes, it could be a problem. 
That risk is not due to a lack of production but ‘one-side selling’ of the farmers to get quicker cash (i.e. if 
a farmer sells directly part of its production to an acquaintance to receive cash straightaway rather than 
waiting to be paid by the cooperative). This would undermine the ability/power of the cooperative to 
negotiate prices. Second risk is the challenge on quality of the production and to get incentives for farmers 
to sell through cooperatives. Farmers have a choice to sell either through cooperatives or to a trader. Via 


                                                           
20 Spark, 2015. Annual action plan Cooperative Support Program (CSP), page 3 
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a cooperative, the farmer needs to deliver, the cooperative to be paid and then farmer is paid. So, if the 
cooperative is well managed, it reduces the process and the cooperative can pay quickly which in turn is 
an incentive for farmers to produce quality and negotiate the price.  
 
With regard to coaching and mentoring, there are a couple of activities: visit to successful cooperatives, 
access to finance so working on microfinance and train them, business plan competition. As for the 
business plan competition, several projects financed by EKN deal with this type of activity. Sparks also 
finds that lots of organizations are working on similar projects and they found out about it through their 
own network (usually funded by the same donors and with RCA). Spark believes it could make sense if 
EKN could bring those project implementers together. Still, there are some differences with project 
PROSKID as Spark focuses on value chains and PROSKID was more generic.  
 
When it comes to parties involved in the implementation of the project, Spark is in charge of training the 
trainers. There is no field staff but Spark has recruited coaches who are based in districts. The overseeing 
and coordination is done from the Kigali office. The project is guided by a Steering Committees at central 
and local level (CSN), Minagri and Minfin. 
 
Budget and planning 
The budget is split in annual plans. However, the programme started in May 2013 and is supposed to end 
in May 2016. This does not correspond to calendar year while EKN works on calendar basis. So, sometimes, 
reporting might be complex. First reporting is on 8 months, they will then be 2 full years and then a 
reporting on 4 months. There were some changes made to planning. At the beginning, the project was 
supposed to encompass a 6-month inception phase and a 3-year programme but in reality, it became a 3-
year programme including the inception phase. First budget submitted was optimistic as the 
implementation period has shortened. So, planning was adapted and there were less activities during the 
first year (also due to need of alignment with GoR).  
 
At the time of the end-line visit, a mid-term review21 (MTR) had been completed. As a result, Spark 
adjusted the project strategy and requested an extension of the project as well as additional budget from 
EKN.  
 
Challenges faced 
Management committees of cooperatives have to change every three years as this is requested by law 
(RCA). So, the project also needs to include a component on knowledge transfer and management.  
 
Spark supports cooperatives to access financing but banks still see agri-business as being risky. Spark has 
proposed to set up a guarantee fund but EKN was not keen on that because that would mean that there 
would still be money at stake while the project is over and EKN was not sure on how to manage this. So, 
EKN wanted to work with regular banks whereas Spark sees that as being a loss of control of the process. 
 


                                                           
21 Friends Consult (2015). Mid-Term Review (MTR) of the Cooperatives Support Program (CSP). Kampala, August 2015. 
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The main findings from the MTR are, according to the end-line interview: 
• The grant fund under the access-to-finance component of the project did not work well. The 


farmers receiving the loans considered them “free money” and did not repay them. According to 
the interviewee, this is in part due to the long tradition of the GoR to give aid for free to businesses 
without expecting anything in return. This is now changing, but the concept of a bank loan is still 
foreign to many farmers. Spark responded to this challenge by working with financial 
intermediaries that have a specific offering for rural financing. 


• Spark discovered in the course of the project that cooperatives should not be treated the same 
as other businesses, because there are social aspects at play that do not occur in single-owner 
businesses. One aspect is the challenge to align entrepreneurship with the collective interest of 
the cooperative’s members. For this reason, Spark coaches now work full-time, which is expected 
to yield better results. 


• A challenge for the cooperatives is member recruitment and retention. Also, the trickle-down 
effect of skills trainings provided by Spark is limited. 


 
Based on the MTR report, EKN made 12 recommendations to Spark in a letter dated 16 September 2015. 
 
According to Spark, as a backdrop to these challenges, one should realise that the GoR implemented the 
cooperative model to realise ambitions of swift economic development. In doing so, existing social groups 
of farmers were pushed to adopt the cooperative model. This results in the unforeseen challenge of 
developing a business mind set first before actually providing business development services. As a result, 
the business development component of the project was delivered mostly to SMEs and much less to 
cooperatives. 
 
Another important aspect of the cooperatives is that the assumed “trickle-down effect” did only 
materialise in small part. Financial management skills for instance are only adopted by a few key members 
of the cooperatives, and do not reach the other members. The same applies to the courses on “Farming 
as a business”. 
 
In the course of the project, Spark encouraged cooperatives to merge, to overcome some of these 
challenges by achieving economies of scale. Some cooperatives now have up to 1,000 members. 
 
Participation by women is good and over and above the government-imposed target of 30%. However, 
young people do not want to be full-time cooperative members. They appear to want to make quick 
money and therefore they only participate during planting season or other intensive periods. However, 
Spark’s approach was to only include cooperatives with full-time members in its project, which is why not 
many young people were reached. 
 
Results and beneficiaries 
Spark has reported the following tangible results: 
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• Sales volumes of participating cooperatives have increased by 39% between end of 2013 and end 
of 2015. Note: this figure applies only to Cohort 1, consisting of 39 cooperatives. 


• 4,407 full-time jobs have been created in the cooperatives management sphere. 
• 125 part-time jobs have been created in agricultural activities. 


 
No other specific results have thus far been reported. This is understandable, as the project is still ongoing. 
Once the project is finished, an impact evaluation will be conducted together with the ILO. 
 
Impact on food security 
The project has not collected any data on food security impact in its monitoring system. The project 
implementer Spark has conjectured that if cooperatives produce a surplus above what farming 
households need for their own consumption, they can sell this on the market and buy more food, as well 
as diversify their diets. Part of the coaching provided to cooperatives is about quality of food consumption, 
most importantly with a focus on sufficient intake of vitamin B. Spark cannot provide information about 
how many farmers were reached directly or indirectly through this training. 
 
Sustainability of results 
Effects in terms of improved sales figures and other economic benefits to participating cooperatives can 
be expected to be sustainable to some extent, as this shows that these cooperatives have effectively 
implemented improved ways of working. However, the risk of limited trickling down of the lessons learned 
by cooperative managers presents a risk if the current managers leave the cooperative and no other 
members can take over with the same level of knowledge and skills. It is not clear to how many of the 
cooperatives this risk applies and to what extent it can be mitigated by awarding more trainers’ time to 
cooperatives, as described in the Annual action plan for 2016-17. 
 
Another challenge for the sustainability of results is the limited interest among young people to be 
cooperative members reported by Spark. This can mean that, in the long run, cooperatives that have 
benefited from the programme, will reduce in size and therefore economic power, thus yielding fewer 
benefits to individual farmers. 
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14. Project 25457 - Access to Food for Young Children (in-depth evaluation) 
Project number 25457 Total project budget 


Total EKN grant 
EUR 14,179,706 
EUR 11,969,958 


Implementing 
organization 


UNICEF Rwanda Budget 2012-2015 by 
EKN 
Project expenditure 
2012-2015: 
Saldo:  


EUR 8,939,126 
 
 
Unknown 
 


Subject Access to Food for Young Children 
Project title used 
by project 
implementer 


Providing Strategic Support to the Government of Rwanda’s Efforts to Reduce 
Stunting at a Decentralized Level 


Period Start date: 15 October 2013      Expected end date: 31 December 2016 (possible 
extension to March 2017) 
End date : still in progress 


Short description Project objective: reduce chronic malnutrition of children under two by 5% each 
year in ten districts, yet the BeMo already states that this is ambitious.  
 
Outcome indicators: 


1. % of children under two in project districts that are chronically 
malnourished (target -5% per project year); 


2. % of mothers of children age 0-23 months who report attending at least 
4 ANC visits during their most recent pregnancy (SRHR target) 


 
Outputs: 


1. Multi-sectoral coordination mechanisms are functional at central level 
and in each target district to sustain the fight against stunting, including 
the establishment of a national Steering Committee, a single National 
Nutrition Technical Committee and District Steering Committees 
supported by JADF Sub-Commissions for the Elimination of Malnutrition; 


2. Improved functionality of the M+E system to track the implementation 
of evidence based DPEMs interventions and their contribution to the 
reduction of stunting; 


3. The decentralized system has the capacity to prevent, identify and 
manage under nutrition among children and pregnant and lactating 
women; 


4. Improved practices of nutrition-related behaviour among target 
populations (or households) with malnourished children and pregnant 
and lactating women; those who are at risk are practicing improved 
nutrition-related behaviour; 


5. Improved food security and resilience for vulnerable households with 
children under two and pregnant and lactating women; 


6. Interactive Learning mechanism for improved programming is 
established.  
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Output indicators: 
1. Nr of coordination meetings held at national and district levels (indicators 


1.2 and 1.3); 
2.  


a. # of operational researched conducted (indicator 2.5); 
b. # of operational researched integrated in the programme 


(indicator 2.5); 
3.  


a. % of children under two screened for stunting (indicator 3,1); 
b. Nr of service providers trained (health facility staff; CHW; 


Agronomist; Social  Affairs staff) (indicator 3.3); 
 


4.  
a. Nr of sensitization meetings with district and sector-level 


authorities and partners (development partners, CSOs/FBOs, 
administrative authorities, local leaders) (indicator 4.1); 


b. Nr of orientation sessions on nutrition of community-level 
frontline staff (CHWs, EHO, Educational Focal Points etc.); 


5.  % of farmers receiving training through farmer field schools (indictor 
5.1); 


6. Nr and type of field experiences documented and disseminated 
(indicator 6.2) 


 
The project targets 200,000 under-two children and 160,000 
pregnant/lactating women in 10 districts (Nyaruguru, Gisagara, Gatsibo, 
Nyamasheke, Kamonyi, Karongi, Muhanga and Gicumbi plus Rutsiro and 
Nyamagabe). 


Intervention 
description 


The overall goal of this programme is to contribute to national objective of 
reducing stunting rates of under-five children in Rwanda from 44% in 2010 to 
24.5% by 2018 as stated in the 2013 – 2018 Health Sector Strategic Plan (HSSP  
III).  The objective of the programme is to reduce the stunting rates of children 
under-two years by 5%22 each year in targeted districts.   
 
The project has a twofold strategy. One part is to encourage parents to pay 
more attention to food and malnutrition and improve their behaviour towards 
their children (by setting examples, and nutrition-specific interventions) and 
supportive strategies (kitchen gardens, seeds distribution etc).  
The second part relates to increasing the capacity of decentralized actors like 
district officials and Community Health Workers (better planning and 
monitoring skills and providing better care). 
 
Specifically, this project will: 


                                                           
22 Not absolute number but rather as a per cent of existing level (at baseline or level at beginning of each calendar 
year). 
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1. Build the capacity of districts to coordinate and monitor scaling-up of 
multisectoral community-based nutrition-specific and nutrition-sensitive 
interventions in targeted districts; 


2. Build the capacity of key service providers to prevent, identify and manage 
under-nutrition among children under-five and pregnant and lactating 
women; 


3. Support social and behaviour change activities at community level for 
improved maternal and child feeding practices in targeted districts; 


4. Improve food security and resilience of vulnerable targeted households with 
children under two and pregnant and lactating women in targeted districts  


Issues - Effect on food security: The indicator for stunting is included in the overall 
indicators for the Dutch food security programmes. The supportive 
strategies must lead to better variety and the availability of food in the 
household, this will increase food security but only on a small scale. 


- The part focussing in building capacity of decentralized actors remains 
rather vague, EKN also suggests that the targets are ambitious, also a trial 
and error approach is used which increases the insecurity of the project. On 
the other hand the subject of malnutrition is still in development in 
Rwanda, a correct understanding has been in development over the last 
years and a lot remains to be learned. That is why the combination with 
Nuffic and the NICHE education programme seems very relevant. 


- Indicators 3a and 3b are sustainability indicators. Yet no measures are 
mentioned to secure the score on these indicators in the coming years.  


 
Organization of the project  
UNICEF works with 5 NGOs on this project: Care International, partner Catholic Relief Services (CRS), 
Concern Worldwide, World Vision and ADRA. UNICEF usually works with NGOs in directly supporting the 
governments.  
 
The partner NGOs implement the nutrition programme at the level of districts and sectors, and so there 
is need for an integrated plan between stakeholders. UNICEF sets up an annual workplan that has to be 
approved by the districts to also ensure that partner NGOs are supporting the Government officers. Funds 
from UNICEF are channelled through the partner  NGOs which also have partnerships with local NGOs.  
In order to coordinate the program, there is a discussion with the district authorities at the end of each 
quarter. During those meetings, the progress is discussed as well as the plan for the next quarter. Once 
there is an approval between the implementers and districts, report is submitted to UNICEF. UNICEF is 
responsible for establishing the reporting and monitoring system. The partner NGOs prepare reports that 
are subsequently compiled by UNICEF that reports to EKN and international donors. 
 
At the time when the program proposal was developed, the most recent Rwanda RDHS survey, 2010, 
showed a prevalence of chronic malnutrition (stunting) among children under-five as alarmingly high at 
44% (current stunting level is 38%, RDHS 2014/15).  The programme was designed to tackle this issue of 
persistent high chronic malnutrition levels by focusing on the nutritional status of children under the age 
of two years and pregnant/lactating women which is premised on the importance of the first thousand 
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days (from conception through to two years of age) in combating stunting or chronic malnutrition through 
a coordinated and aligned multisectoral approach.    


 
Impact of the project 
UNICEF set up a monitoring framework with several indicator. 19 indicators were selected by EKN in 
Rwanda. As reported in the EKN program 2014 annual report, fifteen out of these 19 indicators have 
annual targets of which 9 (60 per cent) are on track (green), 5 (33 per cent) are constrained (orange) and 
1 (7 per cent – documentation of case studies, now planned for 2015) is not on track (red). 


Implementation in the first year of the program was relatively low compared to the following years since 
it took time for the implementing partners to establish a good working relationship with the districts (all 
activities of the EKN nutrition program are reflected in the quarterly work plans of the targeted 
districts). The project also needed some time because partner had develop their trainings. In addition it 
took approximately 2 months for NGOs to sign their contracts with local partners and the recruitment of 
experts. On UNICEF-side, they had to scale up the training material.  


The program includes a component on supporting targeted households with establishing kitchen 
gardens and provision of small livestock to diversify the diet of the children and contribute to the food 
security situation of the households. Loans from the saving/lending groups also contribute to increased 
food security by increasing the access to income generating activities for the beneficiary households. 
Sometimes loans are also used to procure food (e.g. during the lean season). 


Since the project is still ongoing, it is difficult to assess whether or not output and outcome targets have 
been met. For the in-depth end line evaluation we visited the Muhanga district where the partner NGO 
CRS is active to reduce malnutrition. The several interviews with staff members, district officials and 
beneficiaries gave us a better impression of the projects’ progress. 


CRS is supporting the government’s efforts to reduce malnutrition in the first 1,000 days of a baby’s life 
through this project. The project targets pregnant women, lactating women and children under the age 
of two. CRS targets 331 villages, where 20 to 30 people are involved per village. The target group 
involves 9,930 households. CRS is contributing to the reduction of stunting rates of children under five 
years in Rwanda from 44% in 2010 to 24.5% by 2017 by supporting the implementation of the Karongi 
and Muhanga districts’ plan to eliminate malnutrition. From the Integrated Household Living Conditions 
Survey 2014/2015 overall stunting dropped from 44.2% to 37.9% between 2010 and 2013/2014. 


CRS Rwanda implements multi-sector community-based nutrition-specific and nutrition-sensitive 
interventions through a combination of 4 strategies, namely: 


1.  An integrated approach  


This is implemented through village nutrition schools (VNS) which is aimed at promoting improved 
nutrition and hygiene at community and household level. This approach combines: 
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• Nutrition Education: This is mainly education on nutrition, health and sanitation, cooking 
demonstration sessions, recuperative feeding and growth monitoring of beneficiary children under 2 
years as well as sensitization sessions on the nutritional needs of pregnant and lactating mothers. 


• Ante-natal Sensitization – The project taught the importance of antenatal care and more specifically 
urged pregnant women to attend antenatal clinic at least four times before the birth of their babies. It 
also stressed the need for male involvement. In the CRS operated ante-natal clinics, women who came 
with their male counterparts were given priority in being attended to. 


• Saving/lending activities which the beneficiaries entirely own. They raise a base amount that is 
supposed to be contributed by each one of them. They then use these savings to lend money to each 
other to use it to buy livestock, farming, school fees, in case of illness of for social events. The loans 
advance to members are paid back with no interest. 


• Improved household agriculture techniques where beneficiaries are taught better and improved ways 
of farming, which also includes and not limited to use of fertilizers in their farms as well as promoting 
the planting of vegetables and fruits. 


2.  Building strong, healthy communities 


The village nutrition schools through the local structures and in collaboration with district authorities, also 
yields social benefits. As they work together through nutrition groups, and bio-intensive agriculture 
groups promoting improved nutrition, community members improve their sense of community and 
collective efficacy. 


3. Strengthening nutrition systems and structures 


CRS and partner staff from Caritas strengthen the capacity of health care providers and also strengthen 
their connections to community groups through trainings, dissemination of sensitization materials and 
support of health centre staff in various activities including nutrition assessments and joint counselling. 
The project also helps strengthen the capacity of district staff to manage multisector interventions 
towards achieving national objectives on the eradication of malnutrition. 


4. Nutrition as an integrated approach 


The integrated services provided by CRS and partners work alongside agricultural and economic 
strengthening activities by: 


• Promoting food security through Farmer Field Learning School (FFLS) and Bio-Intensive Agriculture 
Techniques. 


• Promoting economic resilience by a sustainable, grassroots microfinance through saving and internal 
Lending Groups that build upon and reinforce social bonds among community members. 


In Muhanga CRS works closely with district official by training the district health officer, the person in 
charge of social development at the sector level, the community health workers and agriculture 
promoters at the village level the different aspects of fighting/elimination of malnutrition. These officers 
then go back to the district, sector and villages and train the beneficiaries the same aspects. 
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Activities involved in the Malnutrition elimination at the district include; 


1. Growth monitoring for all children below 5 years by the community health workers. 
2. Farmer Field Schools for pregnant and lactating women in the 1,000 days plus program which is mainly 


run by Caritas and CRS. 
3. Sensitization of communities to join saving and lending groups. 


As a way of monitoring and follow up of these activities, the districts holds monthly meetings with district 
officers in charge of health at both sector and cell levels to track the progress of the different activities. 
These meeting are fully supported by the partner NGO’s. 


An analysis of the FGD information shows that the project objectives and results/ achievements were on 
track. This is evident from the fact that malnutrition rates in Muhanga District have reduced if a 
comparison is made between before and after the project was introduced. The malnutrition reduction 
was also evidenced by the testimonies from some of the mothers who said their children were healed of 
malnutrition because of the project’s interventions. From the information provided by the female 
participants, the health status of mothers and children who participated in the project has improved. For 
example the pregnant mothers now often go for ante-natal care and are able to eat a balanced diet now 
than before the project started. 


The women reported an increase in the attendance of ante-natal clinic as a result of the project. The 
women reported that they are now quite keen to ensure that they exclusively breastfeed their children 
up-to 6 months of age and that they continue to breastfeed until the children reach two years of age. 


The project seems to have contributed to better food security of the participants in Muhanga District. This 
has been possible because of the following factors:  


• Better farming techniques on how to properly use the small pieces of land to produce more. Since 
most farmers in the area (Muhanga) have got small pieces of land, this had greatly helped the farmers; 


• Practical knowledge on growing vegetables alongside the main crops grown since the vegetables grow 
in a shorter period of time compared to the main crops; 


• How to use fertilizers in their farms to produce more yields; and,  
• Access to improved seeds that give more produce and grow in a shorter period of time than the other 


traditional/ non-modified seeds. 


However, from the FGD with women it was realized that as much as food security has improved there is 
still more work to be done to further improve the situation. During the FGD, the team noticed that when 
the mothers were asked in a group if food insecurity still existed, they all said yes it does, but when asked 
individually, they were a bit hesitant to say that food insecurity is still a challenge in this area. This 
therefore indicated to the data collection team that the issue of food insecurity was a bit of a sensitive 
topic and that some level of food insecurity still existed. This in a way affects projects effectiveness as this 
project was designed to increase access to food for young children. 
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Sustainability 


The experience CRS has from this project as well as other similar projects it has implemented have 
shown that the approach it uses to fight malnutrition provide an entry point for other interventions 
geared towards eliminating malnutrition. Therefore, it is committed to continue expanding its integrated 
approach to promote healthy families and communities. 


In terms of sustainability, volunteers from different sectors and villages within Muhanga are being trained 
about all aspects of malnutrition elimination and the plan is that in case the EKN project stops, these 
volunteers are equipped enough to train other people in their respective villages and cells. 


The mothers who participated in the FGD noted that in the event the project ceased operations/ 
activities, the mothers would continue putting in practice everything they learnt during the 
implementation of the project. They also noted that they would make sure that they train other women 
who did not get the opportunity to participate in this project. 


In the project UNICEF also pays attention to the involvement of men since they play an important role in 
the education of the children as well. There are monthly meetings with men to discuss various topics 
(conflicts, nutrition, participation in kitchen gardens) to increase their involvement in the project and 
help to create sustainable impact on the family as a whole.  
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		6. Project 23743 - HIMO PDED II consolidation

		7. Project 24371/25542 - Infrastructure investments (in-depth evaluation)

		8. Project 24720 – CATALIST-212F

		9. Project 24730 - Linking Farmers to Markets

		10. Project 24871 - Capacity Building for Food Security in Rwanda

		11. Project 25059 - Consolidation Marshlands (in-depth evaluation)

		12. Project 25195 – Participatory forest management (PAREF NL-2)

		13. Project 25454 - Cooperatives Support Programme

		14. Project 25457 - Access to Food for Young Children (in-depth evaluation)
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Annex V: Overview interviews and Focus Group Discussions 
 
The table below presents the information about the interviews conducted for projects of the Food Security Country Programme and the CATALIST-2 
programme. The second table provides an overview of the information regarding the Focus Group Discussions (FGD). Part of the interviews for the 
portfolio evaluation and FGDs were conducted jointly by PwC the Netherlands and PwC Rwanda. 


Overview Interviews 
 


Project 
number 


Project name Implementing 
organisation 


Interview 
and/or FGD 


Date of 
meeting 


Place of meeting Interviewee Interviewer 


19160 TVET - Skills 
Development 
and 
Employment 
Protection 


GIZ Interview 22-03-2016 Skype Mr. Assumani Hakizimana Pauline Mbundu 


19462 PAREF II (PAREF 
NL-1) 


BTC  Interview 03-03-2016 Belgian Development 
Agency in Kigali 


Mr. Claudien Habimana Bas Warmenhoven 


19815 PROSKID Private Sector 
Federation 


Interview 03-03-2015 Private sector 
federation in Kigali 


Mr. Donatien Mungwarareba Bas Warmenhoven 


19940 EARP Ministry of 
Infrastructure, 
Department of 
Energy 


Interview 03-03-2016 EARP office in Kigali Mr. Elie Makeba Nzeyimana 
(monitoring & evaluation 
specialist) 


Pauline Mbundu 
Johnson Nyagah 


23168/2
3214 


Land Tenure 
Regularisation  


DFID Interview 03-03-2016 British High 
Commission in Kigali 


Mrs. Kate Cooper Pauline Mbundu 
Johnson Nyagah 
 


23743 HIMO PDED II 
consolidation 


Helpage Rwanda Interview 10-03-2016 HIMO PDED II office 
Kigali 


Mr. Dr. Alexis Byamana 
(president executive) 
 


Pauline Mbundu 
Johnson Nyagah 
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Mr. Bonaventure Uwimana 
(programme manager) 


24371/ 
25542 


Infrastructure 
Investments  


LODA 
 


Interview 04-03-2016 LODA office in Kigali Mr. Saidi Sibomana 
(organisation Deputy Head) 


Pauline Mbundu and 
Bas Warmenhoven 


Interview with 
local 
authorities 
during in-
depth 
evaluation 


07-03-2016 Muhanga district Mr. Gasana Celse (Muhanga 
District Executive Secretary) 
 
Mr. Eric Bizimana (Director of 
Planning/ Muhanga) 
 
Ir Jean Baptiste Mutaganzwa 
(Engineeer in Muhanga 
District in charge of LODA 
projects) 
 
Mrs. Drocella Kabayazire 
(Coordinator of VUP in 
Muhanga) 
 
Mr. Vedaste Habinshuti 
(Muhanga sector Executive 
Secretary) 
 
Mr. Jonathan Sunzu 
(Muhanga sector Agronomist) 
 
Mr. Yves Bizimana (LODA 
M&E specialist) 


Pauline Mbundu and 
Bas Warmenhoven 


24720 CATALIST-2 EKN Interview 22-02-2016 EKN Kigali Mrs. Brechtje Klandermans Youdi Schipper 
IFDC Interview 23-02-2016 IFDC office Kigali Mr. John Veerkamp Youdi Schipper 
District 
government of 
Huye 


Interview 17-02-2016 District office Butare District agronomist Youdi Schipper 


IBAKWE Interview  22-02-2016 IBAKWE office Kigali Mr. John Twilingiyumukiza Youdi Schipper 


24730 Linking Farmers 
to Markets 


Private Sector 
Federation 


Interview 04-03-2016 Private sector 
federation in Kigali 


Mr. Dr. Livingstone 
Byamungu 


Bas Warmenhoven 
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24871 Capacity 
Building for 
Food Security  


Public Sector 
Capacity 
Building 
Secretariat  


Interview 08-03-2016 Public Sector Capacity 
Building Secretariat in 
Kigali 


Mr. Peter Malinga Bas Warmenhoven 


25059 Consolidation of 
Marshlands 
WHH 


Deutsche 
Welthungerhilfe 
e.V. 


Interview 02-03-2016 Deutsche 
Welthungerhilfe office 
in Kigali 


Mr. Audace Kubwimana 
(Country representative)  
Mr. Christoph Meier zu 
Biesen (chef du Projet) 


Pauline Mbundu, Bas 
Warmenhoven and  
Johnson Nyagah 


Interview with 
local staff 
during in-
depth 
evaluation 


09-03-2016 Muhanga district Mr. Jonathan Nturo  
(Community Mobilization and 
Organizational Development 
Specialist) 
 
Mr. Emmanuel Octave 
BANANEZA (monitoring & 
evaluation WHH) 


Johnson Nyagah  


Interview with 
local 
authorities 
during in-
depth 
evaluation 


09-03-2016 Muhanga district Mr. Damien Felix (district 
agronomist) 


Pauline Mbundu 


25195 PAREF NL-2 Rwanda Natural 
Resource 
Authority 
(RNRA) 


Interview 03-03-2016 Belgian Development 
Agency in Kigali 


Mr. Claudien Habimana Bas Warmenhoven 


25454 Cooperatives 
Support 
Programme 


SPARK Rwanda Interview 03-03-2016 CSP office in Kigali Mr. Desire Mushumba Bas Warmenhoven 


25457 Access to Food 
for Young 
Children 


UNICEF Rwanda Interview 04-03-2016 UNICEF Rwanda office 
in Kigali 


Mrs. Kristine Dandanell Garn 
(Programme manager, 
Nutrition Specialist) 


Pauline Mbundu  


CRS-Rwanda Interview with 
local staff 
during in-
depth 
evaluation 


08-03-2016 Caritas office in 
Muhanga district 


Mrs. Odette Uwera Kamanzi 
(EKN Project Director) 
 
Father Innocent Mutabazi 
(Director of Caritas/Kabgayi) 


Pauline Mbundu and 
Carol Birungi 
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Mr. Claudien Nsengiyumva 
(EKN project coordinator) 
 
Mrs. Edith Munganyinka (EKN 
project nutritionist) 
 
Mr. Charles Hategekimana 
(EKN project agronomist/SILC 
officer) 


 Interview 
with local 
authorities 
during in-
depth 
evaluation 


08-03-2016 Muhanga district Mr. Sosthene Umutoniwase 
Kamana (Health promotion 
and disease prevention 
officer) 


Pauline Mbundu & 
Carol Birungi 


  Embassy of the 
Kingdom of the 
Netherlands in 
Kigali, Rwanda 


Interview 02-03-2016 EKN office in Kigali Mrs. Caro Pleysier (First 
Secretary Food Security and 
Private Sector Development) 
 
Mrs. Esther Hogan-de Graaf 
(Controller) 


Pauline Mbundu and 
Bas Warmenhoven 


Interview 08-03-2016 EKN office in Kigali Mr. Francois Uwumukiza Bas Warmenhoven 
Interview 08-03-2016 EKN office in Kigali Mr. Jan Vlaar Bas Warmenhoven 
Interview 22-03-2016 RVO, the Hague Mr. Deo Musabyimana 


(Regional Advisor Land and 
Water) 


Pauline Mbundu  


Kick-off 
meeting 


02-03-2016 EKN office in Kigali Mrs. Caro Pleysier  
Mrs. Esther Hogan  
Mr. Deo Musabyimana 
Mr. George Monsanto 
Mr. Gaspard Ndagijimana 


Bas Warmenhoven 
and Pauline Mbundu  


   Debriefing 
EKN 


10-03-2016 EKN office in Kigali Mrs. Caro Pleysier  
Mrs. Esther Hogan  
Mr. Jan Vlaar 
Mr. George Monsanto 
Mr. Gaspard Ndagijimana 


Pauline Mbundu and 
Johnson Nyagah 
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Mr. Innocent Matabishi 
Mr. Richard  
 


   Interview 08-03-2016 Rwanda Natural 
Resource Authority 
(RNRA) 


Ms. Rhona Nyakurama Bas Warmenhoven 


 


Overview Focus Group Discussions: Number of participants per focus group discussion 
Project 
number 


Project name Implementing 
organisation 


Date of focus 
group 
discussion 


Place of focus group 
discussion 


Conductors of focus group 
discussion PwC The Netherlands 
& PwC Rwanda 


Number of FGD 
participants 


24720 CATALIST-2 IFDC 07-03-2016 
(3 FGDs1) 


Muhanga district 
(Cyeza sector,  
Binunga village) 


Bas Warmenhoven 
Pauline Mbundu 
Richard Mugula 
Johnson Nyagah 
Carol Birungi 
Fiacre Makiriro 
Allype Ndayisaba 


Project participants :  
FGD 1. 10 men 
FGD 2. 16 women  
 
Non-participants :  
FGD 3. 2 men and 10 
women  


08-03-2016 
(3 FGDs) 


Nyanza district 
(Busoro sector, 
Masangano village) 


Richard Mugula 
Johnson Nyagah 
Fiacre Makiriro 
Allype Ndayisaba 


Project participants: 
FGD 1. 11 men 
FGD 2. 10 women 
 
Non-participants: 
FGD 3. 5 men and 3 
women  


25059 Consolidation 
of Marshlands 
WHH 


Deutsche 
Welthungerhilfe e.V. 


09-03-2016 Muhanga district 
(Rugeramigozi 
sector, Rugeramigozi 
village) 


Pauline Mbundu 
Fiacre Makiriro 
Allype Ndayisaba 
 
 


7 men and 2 women  
Project beneficiaries,  
 
representatives 
cooperatives and Water 
User organizations 


                                                           
1 The 3 focus group discussions took place simultaneously, that is why all team members were involved (PwC the Netherlands and PwC Rwanda team). 
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Annex VI: Project linkage to food security objectives in Rwanda  
 


The annex presents the detailed information about the linkage of each of the projects to food security objectives in Rwanda. The table below 
summarizes the nature of the linkage, implicit or explicit, and the relation to the output intervention logic. We classified the nature of the linkage of 
each project to food security objectives in the categories Explicit (clear link), Implicit (less clear link) or Absent (missing link).  


 


 


 


  







2 
 


Project number Output in 
intervention 
logic 


Nature of linkage of project with food security 


19160 – Skills 
development and 
employment protection 


2.2, 2.5 Implicit. The capacity of actors involved is strengthened and jobs have been created, thus supporting EKN 
outputs 2.2 and 2.5 The project did not have an explicit food security objective, yet via increase in income 
the access to food of participants did improve.  


19462 – PAREF NL-1 1.4, 2.1 Explicit. The project focused on agro-forestry, job creation and capacity building of district staff and members 
of cooperatives. The project did not have an explicit food security objective, yet worked towards better 
institutional capacities and contributed to higher income that enabled people to buy more and better food. 
In this way the project contributed to EKN output indicators, 1,4 and 2.1. 


19815 – PROSKID 2.2 Implicit. The project contributes to EKN output 2.2. The main focus of the project was not on food security 
even though business environment improvement, economic development and access to finance led to high 
revenues for households which in turn enable them to have better access to food..  


19940 – Electricity access 
programme 


1.4 Implicit. The project relates to improved and higher energy availability. In the BeMo this is not explicitly 
related to an improved infrastructure to produce, process, distribute and prepare food. However at endline 
the project results showed that the project does contribute to output 1, improved infrastructure and in that 
way has improved the enabling environment for agribusiness (electrification of warehouses / cooling cells). 


23168/23214 – Land 
tenure regularisation 


1.3 Explicit. The project clearly relates to food security as a result of improved land registration, enabling 
ownership of land and thus enabling higher productivity. Less post-harvest loss and a higher productivity 
contribute to more food availability. The extra income can be used to buy food that is not produced by the 
beneficiaries and thus improve food access. 
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Project number Output in 
intervention 
logic 


Nature of linkage of project with food security 


23743 – HIMO PDED II 
consolidation 


1.1, 2.2, 2.4 Explicit. The outputs relate to the overall outputs on improved infrastructure, increased income for the 
poorest and strengthened capacity. Also the link with a better distribution of food is made explicitly. The 
lowering of transaction costs is mentioned which can be seen as an improvement in the enabling 
environment, further one the step is made towards creation of more jobs. However there is a direct impact 
on food security, by generating jobs income of the poorest has increased and improved food security access. 
Better roads are used for transportation and contribute to better availability of food. 


24371/25542  
Infrastructure 
investments 


1.1, 1.2, 2.5 Explicit. The link between infrastructure, economic development and food security is clearly made in this 
project. In the endline concrete examples within the agriculture are mentioned, such as consolidation of 
marshlands and creation of terraces to increase the food production and thus food availability for farmers. 
The main component of the project consist of using cheap labor force for the construction of infrastructure. 
This led to an increase in food access for beneficiaries by generating more income.  


24730 – Linking farmers 
to markets 


2.1, 2.3, 2.4 Explicit. The project acknowledges the capacity-building elements as specified in the intervention logic and 
one can see how this contributes to an enabling environment. There are several measurements (increased 
business skills, access to markets, increased food production / food processing and post-harvest handling) 
that are supposed to contribute to food accessibility via an increase of income. However no results are 
available at this stage of the project yet, since it is still in progress. 


24871 – Capacity building 
for food security 


2.1, 2.4 Implicit. The project recognises the institutional capacity factor and aims for a strengthening of this, yet no 
connection is made with a more enabling environment and how this affects food security.  


25059 – Consolidation of 
marshlands 


1.1 2.1, 2.3, 
2.4 


Explicit. Food security is mentioned as a goal of the project and also poverty reduction and increase in food 
production are mentioned as intermediary factors. The intermediate variables (cooperatives and water user 
organisations) from the intervention logic are realised: strengthened capacity resulting in enabling 
environment was made explicitly as we learned during the focus group discussions. Increase in income has 
helped farmers to buy more land, seeds and other materials to produce more food, leading to more food 
availability. Increased income also contributed to access to more food.  
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Project number Output in 
intervention 
logic 


Nature of linkage of project with food security 


25195 – PAREF NL-2 1.2 Explicit. Reforestation contributed to soil preservation and fight against erosion which in turns leads to 
higher agricultural production and more food availability. Furthermore the link with economic growth is 
made and therefore output 1.2 applies. Families and households were involved in reforestation through 
HIMO, which provided jobs to the population and helped them increase their earnings leading to more food 
access.  


25454 – Cooperatives 
support programme 


2.3,  Explicit. The link between the strengthened capacity of institutions and more jobs is made as in the 
intervention logic. Food security is explicitly mentioned as an outcome. The project contributed to increased 
food production and sales for farmers, leading to more food availability. The creation had an impact on the 
increase of income leading to better access to food. 


25457 – Access to food for 
young children 


3.1 Explicit. This is the only project focusing on output 3 and it is mainly following the intervention logic. Better 
access to food is maintained through supporting strategies which lead to less stunting with infants and more 
awareness by adults. The project contributes to aavailability, access and better quality of food.  
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Annex VII: Project level interview questions 
 
This Annex presents the questions that were discussed during the interviews with project implementers 
and EKN staff members. The interview formats consist of general questions, which are the same for all 
projects, supplemented with specific questions per project. The specific questions are based on reviews 
of each project’s BeMo, the baseline assessment, reports on the project’s progress, and the 
questionnaire completed by project implementers (if available). In addition, the general interview 
format for interviews conducted with EKN employees is provided in the last chapter. 
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1. Project 19160 - Skills Development and Employment Protection 
 
Organization  


- What is your function? What was your role in the project? 
- What is the mission of the organization?  
- Do you work with other donors?  


 
Monitoring and Evaluation 


- What tools were used for monitoring the project? 
- How did your organization follow the development of the project? 
- Did your organization periodically evaluate the project? 
- Was any external evaluation done? If yes, what were the main results of this external 


evaluation? Did you use these results to adjust aspects of the project? 
 


Beneficiaries 
- What were the main beneficiaries and their roles? Were they all targeted so far?  
- In which way did the project affect the beneficiaries? 
- Survey: “The scope of the project covered the whole country of Rwanda”.  


How did the project cover the whole country of Rwanda? 
Are there any specified number of beneficiaries?  
Did only the trainees benefit from the project, or did people who were not trained also receive 
benefits from the project? 


- Did the project target food insecure people? Do you think the food security of these people is in 
any way improved? 


 
Activities 


- What were the main activities of the project that contributed to food security? 
 
Project implementation 


- What is the scope of the project and is the scope similar as planned? 
- Is the project implemented in all the locations proposed? If not, please explain the difference. 
- How did the implementation of the project go? What challenges and difficulties did you 


encounter?  
- Did the obstacles encountered affect the impact of project? 
- Is there any (unexpected) risk affecting the project? How do you deal with this risk? 
- How many times did the project implementers meet with EKN? How was the overall contact 


with and support from EKN? 
 


Project objectives + relation with food security 
- Formulate the objectives of the project. Are the objectives achieved so far?  
- Which logic was used? Does the proposed logic proved to be useful/was the logic achieved?  
- Outputs: which outputs were achieved and which not? How come?  
- Outcomes: which outcomes were achieved and which not? How come? 
- What were the expected impacts on food security (next to outputs and outcomes)? Are these 


expectations met so far?  
- Did the project contribute to food security in ways that were not expected? If so, in what ways? 
- Part of the overall objective stated in the baseline assessment is the following: promote 


employment opportunities outside the agricultural sector.  
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Why do you want to promote employment specifically outside of agriculture?  
Why do you not also promote employment in the agricultural sector?  


 
 
Results – Global/Survey 


- The survey states the following: 10.000 people are targeted.  
While the Giz report states: 69,342 jobs created in 2013.  
Could you please clarify this? 


- In the survey the following is stated: 9,034 people, including 4,657 women (52%), received 
training. 
The results in the matrix in the Giz report states the following: 10,087 people, including 4,815 
women (48%), received training. 
Where does this difference come from? 


- Some information given by the two pie charts (in the questionnaire) is unclear to us. The 
benefits after the training are portrayed relatively, but concrete numbers would be more useful 
instead of percentages for us to assess the impact of the training.  
For example, the second pie chart states that new job creation is 16.6%, could you please 
explain to us what this 16.6% relates to?   


- The baseline assessment states the following: ‘Training for technical skills of students will 
increase their knowledge and employability, which will decrease youth unemployment and thus 
increase food security.’  
The Giz report states the following: ‘the programme was not primarily aimed at poverty 
reduction, but it did make a contribution to improving the qualifications of young men and 
women, who therefore have better access to more productive employment and a more secure 
income.’ 
Do you think youth unemployment did decrease in the long run? And did this lead to higher 
food security of the participating youth? 


 
Costs 


- Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, clarify this. 
- The survey states: The total amount of the Co-financing was 5 Mio EUR. There was a total 


expenditure of EUR 4.493.594. The amount of EUR 506.406 was not spent and also not claimed 
for. 
Did the Dutch government subsidize the project as a part of a larger programme? If so, how 
much did the Dutch government contribute of the total amount of 5 million euro? And how was 
the amount of EUR 506.406 spent? 


 
Sustainability 


- Was the project influenced by other factors such as environmental, political, financial, or socio-
economical aspects that had an impact on the sustainability of the project? 


 
 
Lessons learned 


- Which aspects of the project could have been done differently to increase the project’s impact 
on food security?  


- What are strengths of the project? What went well? Why? 
- What are weaknesses of the project? What did not go so well? Why? 
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2. Project 19462 - PAREF II (NL-1) 
 
Organization  


- What is your function? What was your role in the project? 
- What is the mission of the organization?  
- Do you work with other donors?  


 
Monitoring and Evaluation 


- What tools were used for monitoring the project? 
- How did your organization follow the development of the project? 
- Did your organization periodically evaluate the project? 
- Was any external evaluation done? If yes, what were the main results of this external 


evaluation? Did you use these results to adjust aspects of the project? 
 


Beneficiaries 
- What were the main beneficiaries and their roles? Were they all targeted so far?  
- In which way did the project affect the beneficiaries? 
- How many beneficiaries were (directly and indirectly) influenced by the project? The survey 


does not state a clear number for every group. 
- Survey: unemployed youth and women are directly targeted. 


Do you have some specific numbers of how many youth and women were targeted?  How were 
they targeted? Did they get jobs in fuelwood industry or in another way? Did their food security 
increase? 


 
Activities 


- What were the main activities of the project that contributed to food security? 
 
Project implementation 


- What is the scope of the project and is the scope similar as planned? 
- Is the project implemented in all the locations proposed? If not, please explain the difference. 
- How did the implementation of the project go? What challenges and difficulties did you 


encounter?  
- Did the obstacles encountered affect the impact of project? 
- Is there any (unexpected) risk affecting the project? How do you deal with this risk? 
- How many times did the project implementers meet with EKN? How was the overall contact 


with and support from EKN? 
 
Project objectives + relation with food security 


- Formulate the objectives of the project. Are the objectives achieved so far?  
- Which logic was used? Does the proposed logic proved to be useful/was the logic achieved?  
- Outputs: which outputs were achieved and which not? How come?  
- Outcomes: which outcomes were achieved and which not? How come? 
- What were the expected impacts on food security (next to outputs and outcomes)? Are these 


expectations met so far?  
- Did the project contribute to food security in ways that were not expected? If so, in what ways? 
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Results – Global/Survey 
- Survey: “As the forest law and rules/regulations to base the development of management tools 


on were not yet approved and/or developed, training and making of training material (modules, 
guidelines) could not be implemented and training on the topic not implemented.” 
Is the necessary knowledge on the rules and regulations already available? If so, is it now 
possible to create the trainings?  


- Survey: Issues without solutions:  
o Timely payment of labour, causing problems in hiring staff. This is related to long 


procedures and the fact that district staff are busy with district obligations; 
o Bad quality seeds delivered by CGF (forest-tree seed centre); 
o Inefficient audits, which are expensive and time-consuming. The audits caused a lot of 


anxiety and negatively influenced the project’s effectiveness; 
o Weak institutional anchoring: constant change in department institutional settings and 


lack of trained staff. 
Are solutions found for these issues? (If not, it will be worth asking if the problem moved to 
PAREF NL-2) 
Survey: The workforce selected came from the poorest of the rural population and half of them 
were women. This contributed significantly to the improvement of food security and education. 
How was this measured? How is the link to food security and education established? Did their 
income increase and in this way their food security and access to education increased? Could 
you please clarify.  


- Final report 2008: PAREF NL-1 decentralized decision-making, planning, and implementation of 
its activities to the district and sector levels (p. 29). 
How did this decentralization work? What people had a role in the decision-making and 
planning? Was this approach effective? 


 
Costs 


- Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, clarify this. 
 


Sustainability 
- Was the project influenced by other factors such as environmental, political, financial, or socio-


economical aspects that had an impact on the sustainability of the project? 
- Do the newly-created jobs still exist even after the project has finished? 


 
Lessons learned 


- Which aspects of the project could have been done differently to increase the project’s impact 
on food security?  


- What are strengths of the project? What went well? Why? 
- What are weaknesses of the project? What did not go so well? Why? 
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3. Project 19815 - PROSKID 
 


Organization  
- What is your function? What was your role in the project? 
- What is the mission of the organization?  
- Do you work with other donors?  


 
Monitoring and Evaluation 


- What tools were used for monitoring the project? 
- How did your organization follow the development of the project? 
- Did your organization periodically evaluate the project? 
- Was any external evaluation done? If yes, what were the main results of this external 


evaluation? Did you use these results to adjust aspects of the project? 
 


Beneficiaries 
- What were the main beneficiaries and their roles? Were they all targeted so far?  
- In which way did the project affect the beneficiaries? 


 
Activities 


- What were the main activities of the project that contributed to food security? 
 
Project implementation 


- What is the scope of the project and is the scope similar as planned? 
- Is the project implemented in all the locations proposed? If not, please explain the difference. 
- How did the implementation of the project go? What challenges and difficulties did you 


encounter?  
- Did the obstacles encountered affect the impact of project? 
- Is there any (unexpected) risk affecting the project? How do you deal with this risk? 
- How many times did the project implementers meet with EKN? How was the overall contact 


with and support from EKN? 
 
Project objectives + relation with food security 


- Formulate the objectives of the project. Are the objectives achieved so far?  
- Which logic was used? Does the proposed logic proved to be useful/was the logic achieved?  
- Outputs: which outputs were achieved and which not? How come?  
- Outcomes: which outcomes were achieved and which not? How come? 
- What were the expected impacts on food security (next to outputs and outcomes)? Are these 


expectations met so far?  
- Did the project contribute to food security in ways that were not expected? If so, in what ways? 


 
Results – Global/Survey 


- Survey: very low rate in the loan repayment and high defaulting rate. 
Did any further problems occur during the implementation period? 


- P.1 Survey: “450 businesses have been selected and benefited from the project” 
P.20 Final Report: “157 have been selected and trained as winners” 
Where does the difference come from? Please clarify this.  
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- P. 1 Survey: ‘561 TVET graduates has been placed as an intern of which 48% received 
employment after this’.    
P.3 survey: Only a few found employment at the host company of the internship.  
To what extent has the internship programme decreased overall youth unemployment? Do you 
think these graduates would otherwise not have find a job? Why did only a few received a job at 
the company where they also did the internship? And how do you think this increased food 
security? Were these graduates food insecure before?  


 
Costs 


- Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, clarify this. 
 


Sustainability 
- Was the project influenced by other factors such as environmental, political, financial, or socio-


economical aspects that had an impact on the sustainability of the project? 
- P.4 Survey: All 988 jobs that have been created were permanent jobs. 


P.5 Survey: “Not more than 13% of the beneficiaries of a loan after the first intake have 
succeeded in developing and maintaining their business”. 
This implies that the jobs created were not in a stable position. Please clarify this. Is the project 
sustainable? 


- The loan aspect of the BPC seemed to be very weak, as most loan-takers defaulted or assumed it 
was a gift. What could be done to ‘save’ the project and to make sure the businesses stay alive? 


 
Lessons learned 


- Which aspects of the project could have been done differently to increase the project’s impact 
on food security?  


- What are strengths of the project? What went well? Why? 
- What are weaknesses of the project? What did not go so well? Why? 
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4. Project 19940 - Electricity Access Roll-out Program (EARP) 
 
Organization  


- What is your function? What was your role in the project? 
- What is the mission of the organization?  
- Do you work with other donors?  


 
Monitoring and Evaluation 


- What tools were used for monitoring the project? 
- How did your organization follow the development of the project? 
- Did your organization periodically evaluate the project? 
- Was any external evaluation done? If yes, what were the main results of this external 


evaluation? Did you use these results to adjust aspects of the project? 
 


Beneficiaries 
- What were the main beneficiaries and their roles? Were they all targeted so far?  
- In which way did the project affect the beneficiaries? 


 
Activities 


- What were the main activities of the project that contributed to food security? 
 
Project implementation 


- What is the scope of the project and is the scope similar as planned? 
- Is the project implemented in all the locations proposed? If not, please explain the difference. 
- How did the implementation of the project go? What challenges and difficulties did you 


encounter?  
- Did the obstacles encountered affect the impact of project? 
- Is there any (unexpected) risk affecting the project? How do you deal with this risk? 
- How many times did the project implementers meet with EKN? How was the overall contact 


with and support from EKN? 
 
Project objectives + relation with food security 


- Formulate the objectives of the project. Are the objectives achieved so far?  
- Which logic was used? Does the proposed logic proved to be useful/was the logic achieved?  
- Outputs: which outputs were achieved and which not? How come?  
- One of the main outputs, as stated in the baseline, is: “1 MW off grid renewable generation”. 


What does this mean exactly and has this output been reached? 
- Outcomes: which outcomes were achieved and which not? How come? 
- What were the expected impacts on food security (next to outputs and outcomes)? Are these 


expectations met so far?  
- Did the project contribute to food security in ways that were not expected? If so, in what ways? 
- As mentioned in the baseline report (annex II), there are three pillars in overall energy 


programme: connections, biomass and hydrocarbons. 19940 supports connections and project 
19462 supports biomass. There are no projects mentioned with a focus on hydrocarbons. 
Therefore one may wonder if this should not be supported as well? Can a sufficient energy 
system be established without a project focusing on hydrocarbons? Or are these indeed 
installed through another programme? How are these other programmes doing? If for example 
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the connections are successfully implemented, but the biomass and hydrocarbons project lag 
behind, does this deter the overall results of electrifications? 


 
Results – Global/Survey 


- In the survey is written that, because of delays in the project due to two suppliers who are not 
willing to perform additional work for the same price, remaining funding was affected (survey 
p.3: “The remaining funds were affected in similar activities”). However it is also written that all 
funds were used.  
What is the end conclusion? Are the remaining works executed or not? It would be helpful to 
get more clarity on how the issue with the suppliers were solved, and if all funding has actually 
been used. 


- There is no description of the quality of cooperation with local authorities.  
In what way did the project cooperate with local authorities? Do you have any concrete 
examples? 


- The survey is not elaborate enough on how the project increases food security and production. 
Could you please elaborate on this? (Maybe already answered under project objectives + 
relation with food security!!) 


- P.4: According to the survey, other food producers can improve their production because they 
are supplied with raw materials for transformation. What does this mean and how does this 
increase/improve because of electrification? 


- The baseline report mentions a tariff study by the Ministry, to see what the most sustainable 
tariff would be. At the time of writing no details on the study were provided. Perhaps these are 
available now? It will be interesting to see what tariff the Ministry came up with, and how this 
relates to the previous (high) tariff. 


- Baseline report states two contradicting outputs: 
o Outputs: “30,000 rural connections” 


 
and 
 


o “The project is doing well in terms of the number of connections and grids. Number of 
connections is above target and 390,000 connections have already been set up”. 


 
Which one is the correct? Is perhaps the first bullet point related to the FS Rwanda project/EKN, 
and the second point to the project as a whole (which is also supported by major donors such as 
the World Bank)? 
 
Other numbers of connections are also stated in the survey (6,500). Are these the same kind of 
connections? If so, which one is correct? If not, maybe specify the different kind of connections. 


 
Costs 


- Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, clarify this. 
 
Sustainability 


- Was the project influenced by other factors such as environmental, political, financial, or socio-
economical aspects that had an impact on the sustainability of the project? 
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Lessons learned 
- Which aspects of the project could have been done differently to increase the project’s impact 


on food security?  
- What are strengths of the project? What went well? Why? 
- What are weaknesses of the project? What did not go so well? Why? 
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5. Project 23168/23214 - Support for land tenure regularisation 
 


Organization  
- What is your function? What was your role in the project? 
- What is the mission of the organization?  
- Do you work with other donors?  


 
Monitoring and Evaluation 


- What tools were used for monitoring the project? 
- How did your organization follow the development of the project? 
- Did your organization periodically evaluate the project? 
- Was any external evaluation done? If yes, what were the main results of this external 


evaluation? Did you use these results to adjust aspects of the project? 
 


Beneficiaries 
- What were the main beneficiaries and their roles? Were they all targeted so far?  
- In which way did the project affect the beneficiaries? 
- Survey: Intended beneficiaries are the people of Rwanda.  


How many people have been targeted? How many people got land rights? How many women 
got land rights? How many jobs in land administration system are created?  


- Bemo: Several vulnerable groups of women, children, Batwa (nomads) and returnees will be 
secured in the programme. However, unmarried women are not supported due to lack of legal 
protection. (p. 5) 
Vulnerable women are more likely to be food insecure. Did the project find a way to also secure 
the rights of these women?  


 
Activities 


- What were the main activities of the project that contributed to food security? 
 
Project implementation 


- What is the scope of the project and is the scope similar as planned? 
- Is the project implemented in all the locations proposed? If not, please explain the difference. 
- How did the implementation of the project go? What challenges and difficulties did you 


encounter?  
- Did the obstacles encountered affect the impact of project? 
- Is there any (unexpected) risk affecting the project? How do you deal with this risk? 
- How many times did the project implementers meet with EKN? How was the overall contact 


with and support from EKN? 
- Survey: states that the project already ended on p1. And on p. 2 that project is still ongoing. 


Please explain.  
 
Project objectives + relation with food security 


- Formulate the objectives of the project. Are the objectives achieved so far?  
- Which logic was used? Does the proposed logic proved to be useful/was the logic achieved?  
- Outputs: which outputs were achieved and which not? How come?  
- Outcomes: which outcomes were achieved and which not? How come? 
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- What were the expected impacts on food security (next to outputs and outcomes)? Are these 
expectations met so far?  


- Did the project contribute to food security in ways that were not expected? If so, in what ways? 
 


Results – Global/Survey 
- Bemo (p2): one of the outcomes: increased food security through higher productivity of land. 


Did you find any results on increased productivity of land for 2015? Does this increase because 
prior unused land is now used for agriculture? Or because people have a higher sense of 
ownership and invest more in their land?  


- Bemo (p2): one of the outcomes: agricultural development funded by land-secured credit.  
Do you have specific number on how many farmers were able to access land-secured credit? 
How did this increase food security?  


- Bemo (p2): one of the outcomes: increase in rural people’s wealth through rising land values 
In which way does this make people more food secure? Only if they sell their land they would 
have more income, does this actually happen? 


- BEmo: Outputs: 
o all rightful landholders will receive legally valid land title documents and land disputes 


will be minimized by 2015 [indicators : 8 million plots by January 2013 and another 2 
million between 2013 and December 2015] 


o  establishment of institutions and systems for land management and adequately 
accommodated with required skilled people and equipped at the district level and 
below [indicators : 30 District Land Bureaus in 2013 and 416 Sector Land Bureaus in 
2015 ; post holders trained in land management] 


Could you please give the total number of land title documents and how many District land 
bureaus have been created in the entire project until now?  


- Did the creation of district land bureaus lead to the creation of new jobs? Are these jobs 
occupied by food insecure people? Are the district land bureaus managed in a sustainable way? 
And are the jobs sustainable?  


- Risks related to food security 
o Agricultural input and output markets do not respond to demand 
o In spite of having land as collateral, farmers still have no access to finance because they 


do not generate enough cash flow.  
o Intra family disputes over land ownership related to sharing inheritance.   


Have these risks occurred? Do you have any specific numbers on how many farmers received 
access to finance? How are women affected by these intra family disputes? 


- Survey: Improved income: access to finance, more productive use of time for land owners, 
increased labour market activity, increased land market activity.  
Do you have any specific numbers? How many people got access to finance? Why did the 
productive use of time for land owners increase?  


- Survey: Land owners substitute away from household labour to others.  
What is this link between land rights and increased labour market activity because of 
substitution away from household labour? Did this increase food security? 


- Survey: Organization shifted focus and did a cost extension to respond to the problems of 
informal transactions and capacity of RNRA to implement. 
Please explain further.   


 
Costs 


- Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, clarify this. 
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Sustainability 
- Was the project influenced by other factors such as environmental, political, financial, or socio-


economical aspects that had an impact on the sustainability of the project? 
- Bemo: Perfomance indicators for sustainability/lasting impact (p. 3): performance in 2015 should 


be as follows: 
o More than 83% respondents agree that LTR encourages investment in agricultural 


output 
o More than 96% respondents agree that LTR strengthens women’s ability to assert their 


land rights 
o More than 91% respondents agree that LTR makes land disputes more likely to be 


resolved 
o More than 80% of arable land is sustainably managed against soil erosion 


Annual review August 2014: Respondents agreeing that LTR: 
o Encourages investments in agricultural inputs: 63% (goal 83%) 
o Strengthens ability to assert their land rights: 95% (goal 96%) 
o Makes land disputes more likely to be resolved: 96% (goal91%) 


- First goal is behind schedule? Do you have specific numbers for this year?  
- Risks relating to sustainability project: 


o when a family member dies, it is needed to make sure that the information is transferred 
to the administration.  


o there could be gaps between the information in the system and reality if people do not 
communicate changes or if the system is not efficient 


What are your experiences with these risks? Did these issues occur?  
 


Lessons learned 
- Which aspects of the project could have been done differently to increase the project’s impact 


on food security?  
- What are strengths of the project? What went well? Why? 
- What are weaknesses of the project? What did not go so well? Why? 
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6. Project 23743 - HIMO PDED II consolidation 
 
Organization  


- What is your function? What was your role in the project? 
- What is the mission of the organization?  
- Do you work with other donors?  


 
Monitoring and Evaluation 


- What tools were used for monitoring the project? 
- How did your organization follow the development of the project? 
- Did your organization periodically evaluate the project? 
- Was any external evaluation done? If yes, what were the main results of this external 


evaluation? Did you use these results to adjust aspects of the project? 
 


Beneficiaries 
- What were the main beneficiaries and their roles? Were they all targeted so far?  
- In which way did the project affect the beneficiaries? 


 
Activities 


- What were the main activities of the project that contributed to food security? 
 
Project implementation 


- What is the scope of the project and is the scope similar as planned? 
- Is the project implemented in all the locations proposed? If not, please explain the difference. 
- How did the implementation of the project go? What challenges and difficulties did you 


encounter?  
- Did the obstacles encountered affect the impact of project? 
- Is there any (unexpected) risk affecting the project? How do you deal with this risk? 
- How many times did the project implementers meet with EKN? How was the overall contact 


with and support from EKN? 
 
Project objectives + relation with food security 


- Formulate the objectives of the project. Are the objectives achieved so far?  
- Which logic was used? Does the proposed logic proved to be useful/was the logic achieved?  
- Outputs: which outputs were achieved and which not? How come?  
- Outcomes: which outcomes were achieved and which not? How come? 
- What were the expected impacts on food security (next to outputs and outcomes)? Are these 


expectations met so far?  
- Did the project contribute to food security in ways that were not expected? If so, in what ways? 
- About the relationship between better roads and food security: are roads indeed used for food 


transportation? Do farmers own the equipment (transport, such as cars, and food conservation 
equipment) to utilise the roads efficiently? 


 
Results – Global/Survey 


- The survey states that there is an increase in crop yields and availability of agroforestry 
products, such as fruit, fodder and firewood. How is this increase generated? And does it lead to 
increased food security? 
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- The effects of the new roads were summarised as follows in the survey: easier movement of 
people and goods, easy access to markets for local products, increasing producer income, supply 
of raw materials, creation of income-generating activities. 
Do you have any concrete numbers on how this improved food security?  


Costs 
- Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, clarify this. 


 
Sustainability 


- Was the project influenced by other factors such as environmental, political, financial, or socio-
economical aspects that had an impact on the sustainability of the project? 


- Survey: The following jobs created are sustainable: 
o 86 female entrepreneurs found sustainable jobs 
o 72 cooperatives will be performing maintenance work (3,009 people, 1,596 women) 


Survey: 26,278 poor people (including 13,785 women) were employed under the HIMO approach 
Baseline: The extra income can allow people to start a business or buy some land (indirect link). 
 
86 female entrepreneurs  and 3009 people working in cooperatives is only a small proportion 
from 26,278 people that were employed under HIMO. So how sustainable was the project? Did 
it increase food security for the poor people employed in the long run or only during the 
project?  


- Survey: indirect impact: Reinvestment of income from labour-intensive work in other economic 
activities (trade, livestock). 
Do you have any indication of how many beneficiaries reinvested their income?  


- Survey: Public and private institutions have been technically strengthened through trainings 
related to the implementation and monitoring of programme activities and rational 
management of HIMO (72 cooperatives ,4 SMEs, 17 committees of developed sites (?), 76 
technicians and 100 female entrepreneurs organised in 5 networks) 
What are the results of these training? Are the roads maintained properly by these public and 
private institutions? 


- Survey: The land and soil activities, through agroforestry and fighting erosion, contributed to the 
improvement of the fertile ground and increased the quantity and quality of agricultural 
production.  
Do you have any concrete numbers on how much the agricultural production increased? And did 
this effect food insecure people of were the farmers for which production increased already 
food secure? 


 
Lessons learned 


- Which aspects of the project could have been done differently to increase the project’s impact 
on food security?  


- What are strengths of the project? What went well? Why? 
- What are weaknesses of the project? What did not go so well? Why? 
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7. Project 24371/25542 - Infrastructure investments (in-depth evaluation) 
 
Organization  


- What is your function? What was your role in the project? 
- What is the mission of the organization?  
- Do you work with other donors?  


 
Monitoring and Evaluation 


- What tools were used for monitoring the project? 
- How did your organization follow the development of the project? 
- Did your organization periodically evaluate the project? 
- Was any external evaluation done? If yes, what were the main results of this external 


evaluation? Did you use these results to adjust aspects of the project? 
 


Beneficiaries 
- What were the main beneficiaries and their roles? Were they all targeted so far?  
- In which way did the project affect the beneficiaries? 
- Projects have been identified on the basis of priorities set by the population in local 


forums.’(BEMO 25542, p. 4) The proposed LED focused will follow the locally-based approach, 
which is participatory, owned by the stakeholders and suited to the local context. Funding is on 
district-level (BEMO 25541, p. 5).  
Which people participated in these local forums? Where those the most marginalized 
people/people that are food insecure? 


- Does the project target farmer’s income and production?  
 


Activities 
- What were the main activities of the project that contributed to food security? 
- Did the activities differ for the two projects? Were activities removed/added after the first 


implementation period? 
 
Project implementation 


- What is the scope of the project and is the scope similar as planned? 
- Is the project implemented in all the locations proposed? If not, please explain the difference. 
- How did the implementation of the project go? What challenges and difficulties did you 


encounter?  
- Did the obstacles encountered affect the impact of project? 
- Is there any (unexpected) risk affecting the project? How do you deal with this risk? 
- How many times did the project implementers meet with EKN? How was the overall contact 


with and support from EKN? 
- How do the projects related to each other? How where the lessons learned of the first project 


(2012-2013) taken into account in deciding on the second project implementation period.  


Project objectives + relation with food security 
- Formulate the objectives of the project. Are the objectives achieved so far?  
- Which logic was used? Does the proposed logic proved to be useful/was the logic achieved?  
- Outputs: which outputs were achieved and which not? How come?  
- Outcomes: which outcomes were achieved and which not? How come? 
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- What were the expected impacts on food security (next to outputs and outcomes)? Are these 
expectations met so far?  


- Did the project contribute to food security in ways that were not expected? If so, in what ways? 
- Bemo 25542: EKN not involved in selection of projects at district level. RLDSF will provide list of 


projects that EKN has to approve. (p. 6)  
Did EKN give feedback on the list of project relating to food security? Are all the projects related 
to food security?  


- As districts can decide on their own priorities for the investments, how do you assure their 
priorities are in line with the food security objective? 


 
Results – Global/Survey 


- Projects have been identified on the basis of priorities set by the population in local 
forums.’(BEMO 25542, p. 4) 
To what extent did the projects actually take into account these priorities set by population in 
local forums. Do you think the outcomes of the project are as desired by the population? 


- Outcomes include decentralization of implementation and maintenance of infrastructure 
projects to local governments at the district level. (Baseline assessment) 
How do you evaluate the implementation and maintenance of the infrastructure projects at the 
local level? Are the roads maintained properly? Does this led to more jobs for food insecure 
people? And are these jobs sustainable?  


- Bemo 25542: Performance indicators for outputs: 
o Target of 95% of budget execution for district investment in the planned infrastructure 


projects 
o Target 2016: 248 projects in LED that are completed per district.  
o Target 2016 :169 local government staff trained and proper management of LED 


infrastructure projects. (p. 7) 


Are these targets reached? If not, how come?  


- Bemo 25542: RLDSF support contributes to an enabling environment that facilitates business 
especially in agri-business sector, hence attracting investors in the districts. (p. 8) 


How does the improved business environment affect food security specifically? Do you have any 
concrete numbers on how many business received investments? Did these business hire more 
(food-insecure) employees? Or what is the link to food security? 


- Bemo 25542: Risks: Fraud and corruption, lack of adequate operational and maintenance (O&M) 
and M&E plan at district level, community participation process and procedures need to be 
documented to improve downward accountability. (p. 9)  
Is O&M and M&E at district level improved? And how? Also, are the community participation 
processes now documented? Do the food insecure people participate in these processes?  


- There are specific positive impacts for farmers as the infrastructure projects also focus on 
building progressive (also known as slow forming) terraces which improve the agricultural 
production (about 55 times as much as/higher than former production techniques according to 
RLDSF). Building terraces also contributes to soil preservation.  
Do you have any specific numbers on how many terraces have been built and how much 
agricultural production did increase? 
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- 12.703 loans were given out in fiscal year 2012/2013 to 7651 individuals, 4968 groups and 84 
cooperatives ( Annual activity report 2012/2013 p.17). 
How many loans are now given out in total? How many households have received these loan? 
What effect do the loans have on food insecure people? Do you have any idea how these 
individuals spent these loans?  


- Direct support reached approx. 430000 beneficiaries with 99817 members. (Annual activity 
report 2012/2013) 
Could you please  explain who these beneficiaries are. Are these food insecure people? Of what 
does this direct support exists? Do you also have total number for the entire project.  


 
Costs 


- Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, clarify this. 
 


Sustainability 
- Was the project influenced by other factors such as environmental, political, financial, or socio-


economical aspects that had an impact on the sustainability of the project? 
- Bemo 25542: Performance indicators for sustainability/lasting impact: 


o 2016 target of 79% of LED infrastructure projects implemented based on feasibility 
studies. 


o 2016 target of 92% of LED infrastructure projects maintained a three years after 
completion. (p.7) 


Are these targets reached? Or do you expect the targets to be reached? Does the maintenance 
of the projects lead to jobs for food insecure people? Are these jobs sustainable?  


- 680 project have created 87.000 (temporary jobs). Do you know if these jobs are sustainable? 
Did food insecure people get these jobs? 


Lessons learned 
- Which aspects of the project could have been done differently to increase the project’s impact 


on food security?  
- What are strengths of the project? What went well? Why? 
- What are weaknesses of the project? What did not go so well? Why? 
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8. Project 24730 - Linking Farmers to Markets 
 
Organization  


- What is your function? What was your role in the project? 
- What is the mission of the organization?  
- Do you work with other donors?  


 
Monitoring and Evaluation 


- What tools were used for monitoring the project? 
- How did your organization follow the development of the project? 
- Did your organization periodically evaluate the project? 
- Was any external evaluation done? If yes, what were the main results of this external 


evaluation? Did you use these results to adjust aspects of the project? 
 


Beneficiaries 
- What were the main beneficiaries and their roles? Were they all targeted so far?  
- In which way did the project affect the beneficiaries? 


 
Activities 


- What were the main activities of the project that contributed to food security? 
 
Project implementation 


- What is the scope of the project and is the scope similar as planned? 
- Is the project implemented in all the locations proposed? If not, please explain the difference. 
- How did the implementation of the project go? What challenges and difficulties did you 


encounter?  
- Did the obstacles encountered affect the impact of project? 
- Is there any (unexpected) risk affecting the project? How do you deal with this risk? 
- How many times did the project implementers meet with EKN? How was the overall contact 


with and support from EKN? 
 
Project objectives + relation with food security 


- Formulate the objectives of the project. Are the objectives achieved so far?  
- Which logic was used? Does the proposed logic proved to be useful/was the logic achieved?  
- Outputs: which outputs were achieved and which not? How come?  
- Outcomes: which outcomes were achieved and which not? How come? 
- What were the expected impacts on food security (next to outputs and outcomes)? Are these 


expectations met so far?  
- Did the project contribute to food security in ways that were not expected? If so, in what ways? 


 
Costs 


- Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, clarify this. 
 


Sustainability 
- Was the project influenced by other factors such as environmental, political, financial, or socio-


economical aspects that had an impact on the sustainability of the project? 
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Lessons learned 
- Which aspects of the project could have been done differently to increase the project’s impact 


on food security?  
- What are strengths of the project? What went well? Why? 
- What are weaknesses of the project? What did not go so well? Why? 
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9. Project 24871 - Capacity Building for Food Security in Rwanda 
 


Organization  
- What is your function? What was your role in the project? 
- What is the mission of the organization?  
- Do you work with other donors?  


 
Monitoring and Evaluation 


- What tools were used for monitoring the project? 
- How did your organization follow the development of the project? 
- Did your organization periodically evaluate the project? 
- Was any external evaluation done? If yes, what were the main results of this external 


evaluation? Did you use these results to adjust aspects of the project? 
 


Beneficiaries 
- What were the main beneficiaries and their roles? Were they all targeted so far?  
- In which way did the project affect the beneficiaries? 


 
Activities 


- What were the main activities of the project that contributed to food security? 
 
Project implementation 


- What is the scope of the project and is the scope similar as planned? 
- Is the project implemented in all the locations proposed? If not, please explain the difference. 
- How did the implementation of the project go? What challenges and difficulties did you 


encounter?  
- Did the obstacles encountered affect the impact of project? 
- Is there any (unexpected) risk affecting the project? How do you deal with this risk? 
- How many times did the project implementers meet with EKN? How was the overall contact 


with and support from EKN? 
 
Project objectives + relation with food security 


- Formulate the objectives of the project. Are the objectives achieved so far?  
- Which logic was used? Does the proposed logic proved to be useful/was the logic achieved?  
- Outputs: which outputs were achieved and which not? How come?  
- Outcomes: which outcomes were achieved and which not? How come? 
- What were the expected impacts on food security (next to outputs and outcomes)? Are these 


expectations met so far?  
- Did the project contribute to food security in ways that were not expected? If so, in what ways? 


 
Costs 


- Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, clarify this. 
 
Sustainability 


- Was the project influenced by other factors such as environmental, political, financial, or socio-
economical aspects that had an impact on the sustainability of the project? 
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Lessons learned 
- Which aspects of the project could have been done differently to increase the project’s impact 


on food security?  
- What are strengths of the project? What went well? Why? 
- What are weaknesses of the project? What did not go so well? Why? 
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10. Project 25059 - Consolidation Marshlands (in-depth evaluation) 
 


Organization  
- What is your function? What was your role in the project? 
- What is the mission of the organization?  
- Do you work with other donors?  


 
Monitoring and Evaluation 


- What tools were used for monitoring the project? 
- How did your organization follow the development of the project? 
- Did your organization periodically evaluate the project? 
- Was any external evaluation done? If yes, what were the main results of this external 


evaluation? Did you use these results to adjust aspects of the project? 
 


Beneficiaries 
- What were the main beneficiaries and their roles? Were they all targeted so far?  
- In which way did the project affect the beneficiaries? 
- What tools and trainings did the beneficiaries (Cooperative members, hill side users, local 


government) receive to consolidate the marshlands/take over infrastructure maintenance? 
 
Activities 


- What were the main activities of the project that contributed to food security? 
 
Project implementation 


- What is the scope of the project and is the scope similar as planned? 
- Is the project implemented in all the locations proposed? If not, please explain the difference. 
- How did the implementation of the project go? What challenges and difficulties did you 


encounter?  
- Did the obstacles encountered affect the impact of project? 
- Is there any (unexpected) risk affecting the project? How do you deal with this risk? 
- How many times did the project implementers meet with EKN? How was the overall contact 


with and support from EKN? 
 
Project objectives + relation with food security 


- Formulate the objectives of the project. Are the objectives achieved so far?  
- Which logic was used? Does the proposed logic proved to be useful/was the logic achieved?  
- Outputs: which outputs were achieved and which not? How come?  
- Outcomes: which outcomes were achieved and which not? How come? 
- What were the expected impacts on food security (next to outputs and outcomes)? Are these 


expectations met so far?  
- Did the project contribute to food security in ways that were not expected? If so, in what ways? 


 
Results – Global/Survey 


- P.2 survey: “The project baseline study had revealed that most of project beneficiaries had an 
annual income of less than 1o euro in 2004”. 
P.3 survey: Situation at the beginning of the consolidation phase (end 2012): 315 euro. 
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This difference is very large, could you please explain the reason for this difference? Is this a 
realistic increase? What other factors influenced the increase of income? 


- One of the outputs focused on the strengthened influence of women.  
How is this result directly achieved?  


- P.19-20 Evaluation Report RWA: 
The table “Presentation and evaluation of the projects outputs and activities” is not completed 
yet. The assessment of the current shows some gaps, which still have to be provided. Could you 
please provide the missing information? In August 2015 you mentioned that it could be 
collected at the district level. 


 
(Edited table from the report, only showing the gaps) 


Objectively verifiable indicator Assessment of the current status 
Overall objective 


Annual changes in the districts’ and sectors’ 
poverty ranking (6 categories) 


To be provided 


No. in food intakes on family level is 
increased by 1 per day till the end of the 
project 


To be provided 


Provincial and district statistics indicate a 
reduction in stunting (45% Southern 
Province) and chronic malnutrition of 
children (43% all) 


To be provided 


No. of new projects in the 3 districts due to 
new sources of support (financial, 
partnerships, incl. government allocations, 
private investments) 


To be provided 


Specific objectives 
In all WUO 42$ of leaders are women by Dec. 
2014 


To be provided 


No. of women having access to SACCO 
(Saving and Credit Cooperation) family 
accounts 


To be provided 


 
 


Costs 
- Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, clarify this. 
- P.27 Evaluation Report RWA: 


o “Concerning the cost-benefit ratio of the overall product, it was found that the cost-
benefit ratio is high and that the costs of the executed activities were well proportionate 
to the achieved benefits”. 
- Is the cost-benefit ratio being high a positive effect? It would make sense that a lower 
cost-benefit ratio is desirable, but the second part of the sentence shows a positive 
effect. Or is the cost-benefit ratio high compared to other projects? Could you please 
explain. 


o Expenses: 
 Planned overall expenses for the material support to the consolidation of 


developed marshlands: €250,369 = €40/farmer 
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 Planned overall expenses for the material support for erosion protection 
measures: €80,000 = €13/farmer 


No information is given on the final overall expenses. Do you have this information? This 
will be useful to make a comparison. 


 
Sustainability 


- Was the project influenced by other factors such as environmental, political, financial, or socio-
economical aspects that had an impact on the sustainability of the project? 


- One of the positive influences of the project is the investment in livestock, which can be very 
beneficial to farmers.  
However, do you have any indication whether the farmers still own the livestock and if they 
were able to utilise them efficiently? Is it possible that some farmers sold their livestock when 
they needed ‘quick money’ or when they could not afford to take care of them?  


- The project employed about 20,000 people under Cash for Work during the project period. The 
CFW component employed about 1,500 people during the project period.  
The survey states that “long lasting job created as a result of the project are estimated at about 
100”.  
In this way, it seems like the project is not very sustainable as it employed a lot of people for 
three years who became unemployed as soon as the project ended.  
Is this the case or were there possibilities for further employment? If yes, what kind of jobs? 


- The rice farmers face two important price risks: 
o The rice price policy of the Government of Rwanda (which sets low prices); 
o Prices of inputs, such as fertiliser, which are likely to rise. 


This issue is a danger to the sustainability of rice farming. 
Do farmers have a way to protect themselves to this, or diversify their incomes? 
Do you know if the government changed their policy during the project and if so, how did this 
influence the rice yields? 


- One of the specific objectives: Local Government Authorities (and Agents) at all levels and 
farmers’ groups are enabled to manage the infrastructure in a self-determined, reliant, inclusive 
and sustainable manner. (Proposal WHH, p. 5) 
 And in BeMo: part of desired outcome is self-reliant continuation of the project and 
development initiatives (p. 2)  
To what extent do the Local government authorities and farmers’ groups succeed in managing 
the infrastructure until now? Does this also increase their income and food security? 


 
Lessons learned 


- Which aspects of the project could have been done differently to increase the project’s impact 
on food security?  


- What are strengths of the project? What went well? Why? 
- What are weaknesses of the project? What did not go so well? Why? 
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11. Project 25195 - Participatory Forest Management (PAREF NL-2) 
 
Organization  


- What is your function? What was your role in the project? 
- What is the mission of the organization?  
- Do you work with other donors?  


 
Monitoring and Evaluation 


- What tools were used for monitoring the project? 
- How did your organization follow the development of the project? 
- Did your organization periodically evaluate the project? 
- Was any external evaluation done? If yes, what were the main results of this external 


evaluation? Did you use these results to adjust aspects of the project? 
 


Beneficiaries 
- What were the main beneficiaries and their roles? Were they all targeted so far?  
- In which way did the project affect the beneficiaries? 


 
Activities 


- What were the main activities of the project that contributed to food security? 
 
Project implementation 


- What is the scope of the project and is the scope similar as planned? 
- Is the project implemented in all the locations proposed? If not, please explain the difference. 
- How did the implementation of the project go? What challenges and difficulties did you 


encounter?  
- Did the obstacles encountered affect the impact of project? 
- Is there any (unexpected) risk affecting the project? How do you deal with this risk? 
- How many times did the project implementers meet with EKN? How was the overall contact 


with and support from EKN? 
 
Project objectives + relation with food security 


- Formulate the objectives of the project. Are the objectives achieved so far?  
- Which logic was used? Does the proposed logic proved to be useful/was the logic achieved?  
- Outputs: which outputs were achieved and which not? How come?  
- Outcomes: which outcomes were achieved and which not? How come? 
- What were the expected impacts on food security (next to outputs and outcomes)? Are these 


expectations met so far?  
- Did the project contribute to food security in ways that were not expected? If so, in what ways? 


 
Costs 


- Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, clarify this. 
 


Sustainability 
- Was the project influenced by other factors such as environmental, political, financial, or socio-


economical aspects that had an impact on the sustainability of the project? 
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Lessons learned 
- Which aspects of the project could have been done differently to increase the project’s impact 


on food security?  
- What are strengths of the project? What went well? Why? 
- What are weaknesses of the project? What did not go so well? Why? 
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12. Project 25454 - Cooperatives Support Programme 
 
Organization  


- What is your function? What was your role in the project? 
- What is the mission of the organization?  
- Do you work with other donors?  


 
Monitoring and Evaluation 


- What tools were used for monitoring the project? 
- How did your organization follow the development of the project? 
- Did your organization periodically evaluate the project? 
- Was any external evaluation done? If yes, what were the main results of this external 


evaluation? Did you use these results to adjust aspects of the project? 
 


Beneficiaries 
- What were the main beneficiaries and their roles? Were they all targeted so far?  
- In which way did the project affect the beneficiaries? 
- By introducing paid services for training and coaching services (Bemo, p. 6) are the food insecure 


people really targeted? Can they pay for these services and does it increase their food security? 
- Bemo page 10: ‘We are targeting 100 carefully selected coops who have already received 


extensive technical training (by WFP and others), who have experience in marketing and 
entering into contracts, some of which even had loans WFP P4P contracts as collateral. So we are 
talking about advances cooperatives. But still these are not advanced enough to address 
complex market opportunities and to strengthen their competitive position in Rwanda and in the 
region, which is what the project is aiming to do.’  
Does the project in this way really target food insecure people? Or are the people working in the 
targeted cooperatives already food secure? 


 
Activities 


- What were the main activities of the project that contributed to food security? 
 
Project implementation 


- What is the scope of the project and is the scope similar as planned? 
- Is the project implemented in all the locations proposed? If not, please explain the difference. 
- How did the implementation of the project go? What challenges and difficulties did you 


encounter?  
- Did the obstacles encountered affect the impact of project? 
- Is there any (unexpected) risk affecting the project? How do you deal with this risk? 
- How many times did the project implementers meet with EKN? How was the overall contact 


with and support from EKN? 
 
Project objectives + relation with food security 


- Formulate the objectives of the project. Are the objectives achieved so far?  
- Which logic was used? Does the proposed logic proved to be useful/was the logic achieved?  
- Outputs: which outputs were achieved and which not? How come?  
- Outcomes: which outcomes were achieved and which not? How come? 
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- What were the expected impacts on food security (next to outputs and outcomes)? Are these 
expectations met so far?  


- Did the project contribute to food security in ways that were not expected? If so, in what ways? 
 


Results – Global/Survey 
- Survey: The challenge is to address the widely differing organizational and business skills, 


technical knowledge and physical resources of the existing cooperatives and SMEs agribusinesses 
to increase and improve their competitive position. (p.2) 
Did the competitive position of the targeted cooperatives and SMEs increase? (How) did this 
effect food security? Did it lead to the creation of more jobs? 


- 2nd approach serving objective 2: targets a much larger cooperative group indirectly through 
capacity building of the Cooperative Support Network in selected districts.  -> targets basic 
cooperatives to become intermediate. Also work with farmer field schools so farmer groups can 
evolve into cooperatives.  
How many cooperatives have been formed by farmer groups/field schools? 


- Project proposal: The final beneficiaries of this programme are the (future) employees of the 
cooperatives, farms, and started/grown agribusinesses supported and grown through the 
progamme activities. (p. 16) 
Did the project lead to the creation of more jobs within the cooperatives, farms and 
agribusinesses? If so, did these jobs increase food security? And do you expect these jobs to be 
sustainable? 


- Project proposal: the program will reach out to these cooperatives and agribusinesses through 
existing cooperative support organizations, government agencies, and relevant financial 
institutions, ready to provide business support services to them. (p.16) 
Did business support and financial services for cooperatives and agribusinesses increase? What 
was the impact of these services on the cooperatives and agribusinesses? 


- Project proposal: The local partners, CSN and agencies, will also be involved in this delivery of 
services to offer a ‘leaning by doing’ opportunity. (p. 27) 
How did this learning by doing approach work? Was the approach effective? 


- Survey: Achievement of goals (so far): business opportunities created for agribusiness 
cooperatives, entrepreneurship and management capacities enhanced market linkages improved 
and access to finance. (p.1)  
How did you measure these achievements? And did this increase food security?  


- Mid Term Review Report: The majority of the 54 cooperatives that are assessed as low to 
moderate risky by MFIs has undergone cohort 1 which is an indication of the effectiveness and 
quality of capacity building services provided. (p. 19) 
How many of the 54 cooperatives have undergone cohort 1? What is the link between the 
capacity building services and the assessment of being low risk for these organization? Did these 
cooperatives also actually have more access to finance, e.g. did they receive more loans etc? 
Do you have any specific numbers on how many cooperatives have now been financed by MFIs?  


- Survey: direct beneficiaries: 100 cooperatives and agribusiness service providers. 
Mid term review report: 29,350 beneficiaries in 99 cooperatives. 
Survey: creation of 293 full-time jobs for cooperatives management and 4386 part time jobs for 
agriculture activities. (p. 4) 
Are these jobs created within most of the 100 agribusiness cooperatives and service providers? 
Or do just a few cooperatives/service providers provide all these jobs? 
Also, on what information is are the numbers of beneficiaries based in the Mid term review 
report? This number is way larger than the number of jobs that have been created as stated in 
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the survey. Who are these other beneficiaries then? 
 


Costs 
- Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, clarify this. 


 
Sustainability 


- Was the project influenced by other factors such as environmental, political, financial, or socio-
economical aspects that had an impact on the sustainability of the project? 


- Although the programme is not yet completed, do you expect that the jobs created will last 
after the project? And did the jobs created so far increase food security? 


 
Lessons learned 


- Which aspects of the project could have been done differently to increase the project’s impact 
on food security?  


- What are strengths of the project? What went well? Why? 
- What are weaknesses of the project? What did not go so well? Why? 


- Mid Term Review Report: FGDs showed that degree of engagement and commitment by 
cooperative memberships to the affairs and programs of the cooperatives is low. This limits their 
level of accessing social benefit programs from government and donors. This implies that trickle-
down effect will stay at management level, does not get down to members.  


Does the program design that concentrates on capacity building at organization level actually 
trickle down to the food insecure people (at the member level?) If not, how does the project 
then target the food insecure people? And what is your strategy to target youth and women 
better in this trickle-down approach? 
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13. Project 25457 - Access to Food for Young Children (in-depth evaluation) 
 
Organization  


- What is your function? What was your role in the project? 
- What is the mission of the organization?  
- Do you work with other donors?  


 
Monitoring and Evaluation 


- What tools were used for monitoring the project? 
- How did your organization follow the development of the project? 
- Did your organization periodically evaluate the project? 
- Was any external evaluation done? If yes, what were the main results of this external 


evaluation? Did you use these results to adjust aspects of the project? 
 


Beneficiaries 
- What were the main beneficiaries and their roles? Were they all targeted so far?  
- In which way did the project affect the beneficiaries? 


 
Activities 


- What were the main activities of the project that contributed to food security? 
 
Project implementation 


- What is the scope of the project and is the scope similar as planned? 
- Is the project implemented in all the locations proposed? If not, please explain the difference. 
- How did the implementation of the project go? What challenges and difficulties did you 


encounter?  
- Did the obstacles encountered affect the impact of project? 
- Is there any (unexpected) risk affecting the project? How do you deal with this risk? 
- How many times did the project implementers meet with EKN? How was the overall contact 


with and support from EKN? 
 
Project objectives + relation with food security 


- Formulate the objectives of the project. Are the objectives achieved so far?  
- Which logic was used? Does the proposed logic proved to be useful/was the logic achieved?  
- Outputs: which outputs were achieved and which not? How come?  
- Outcomes: which outcomes were achieved and which not? How come? 
- What were the expected impacts on food security (next to outputs and outcomes)? Are these 


expectations met so far?  
- Did the project contribute to food security in ways that were not expected? If so, in what ways? 


 
Results – Global/Survey 


- A trial and error approach was used, how did this work out? Did the approach result in a better 
defined difference/enhanced knowledge between chronic and acute malnutrition? 


- Bemo: use positive deviation: starting from idea that people within a community will already 
have adopted good nutrition behaviour with the resources available; these can then teach others 
how to achieve the same (p. 2) 
Was the positive deviation approach implemented? And did this have an effect on the behaviour 
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of other mothers? Did the mothers with good nutrition behaviour in the community have a large 
influence on the other mothers? 


- Output: Improved functionality of the M+E system to track implementation of evidence based 
DPEMs interventions and their contribution to the reduction of stunting (bemo, p. 4).  
Was the M+E system successfully implemented? What are the findings with regards to the effect 
of interventions on reduction of stunting? 


- Outcome: decrease of 5% of stunting under two years old compared to existing level.  
The existing level was 44% in 2010 and in 2014/15 it was 38%. Goals was to reduce it by 5% per 
year. In 2014/2015 (after 4 years) it should then be at 35.84%. -> So is it true that you are 
behind at goal?  


- Do you have any results on the impact of the ANC visits on pregnant women that visited them? 
What are the percentages of stunted children of these mothers?  


- Survey: intended beneficiaries are 200,000 under-two children and 160,000 
pregnant/lactating women in 10 districts (Nyaruguru, Gisagara, Gatsibo, Nyamasheke, 
Kamonyi, Karongi, Muhanga and Gicumbi plus Rutsiro and Nyamagabe). 
Are these intended numbers? How many beneficiaries did the project target so far?  


- How do you assess whether the children are chronically malnourished or acute malnourished? 
- Survey: through support of community saving/lending groups which increases income generating 


activities for targeted households. 
How did this increase income generating activities? Did the support lead to increased funds for 
beneficiaries? If so, did the beneficiaries actually use these funds to invest in small business? Did 
this improve their income and their food security? 


- Survey: 33.3% (5 indicators) are constrained, 7% (1 indicator) not on track -> now planned for 
2015.  
Why where these indicators constrained? What actions are undertaken to get these indicators 
on track? 


 
Costs 


- Did the project utilize its entire budget? If not, clarify this. 
 
Sustainability 


- Was the project influenced by other factors such as environmental, political, financial, or socio-
economical aspects that had an impact on the sustainability of the project? 


- Did the establishment of kitchen gardens and provision of small livestock (survey, p. 3) decrease 
stunting for children younger than 2 years old? And do the communities manage the gardens 
and livestock in a sustainable manner? Do you think it will lead to increased food security in the 
longer term?  


- Survey: through support of community saving/lending groups which increases income generating 
activities for targeted households 
Are these income generating activities sustainable? Will they persist after the project has 
ended? 


 
Lessons learned 


- Which aspects of the project could have been done differently to increase the project’s impact 
on food security?  


- What are strengths of the project? What went well? Why? 
- What are weaknesses of the project? What did not go so well? Why? 
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14. EKN interview questions1 
 


Composition and motivation of the Dutch FS programme 2012-2015 
- Could you tell us more about the highlights of the food security strategy of the Dutch embassy? 
- What is the link between the Dutch food security strategy and the (broader) analysis of food 


insecurity in the country? 
- How did EKN incorporate the new policy letter of the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs in the 


EKN food security programme? 
- How did EKN incorporate the new MASP (2014-2017) in the food security programme? 


 
Instruments, coherence and synergy 


- What instruments and channels are used (central-decentral, bilateral, multilateral; government, 
NGO, private sector)? 


- What is the coherence and synergy of the Dutch food security programme? 
o Between Dutch FS projects (delegated and central)  
o Between Dutch programme and programmes of the national government and other 


donors (such as DGGF and NICHE) 
o Between Dutch FS programme and other Dutch policies and programmes? Has the 


programme also resulted in increased involvement of (Dutch) private sector, (Dutch) 
trade and (Dutch) investment? What are the conditions for a win-win situation in a 
public private partnership? 


o What has the Dutch embassy done in terms of ‘food diplomacy’ or economic diplomacy 
related to food security? 


- What is the synergy of the programme with the policy and objectives of GoR regarding food 
security?  


- What is the relation to other donors of the projects? 
- What does the embassy undertake as economic diplomacy for food security (Dutch interest) or 


in ‘food diplomacy’ (convincing other donors / governments to join in one same food security 
approach)? 


 
Portfolio 


- How is the division of the portfolio organized among EKN staff? 
- In which way did EKN keep in contact with project implementers? 
- How often was EKN in contact with project implementers? 
- How often was an EKN representative present at activities of projects? How involved is EKN with 


the project activities at the local level? 
- How often are you in contact with GoR?  
- Does the EKN have summaries of the impacts per project? 


 
Costs and efficiency 


- How many direct and indirect beneficiaries have been reached? 
- What was the total programme expenditure? 
- How does project expenditure compare to the number of beneficiaries? 
- What can be concluded on the value of effects per beneficiary, and about their cost-


effectiveness? 


                                                           
1 In total six EKN employees were interviewed. This chapter shows the general interview format for these interviews.  
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Effectiveness 


- To what extent is the anticipated pathway followed / have results been achieved? 
- To what extent can changes be contributed to the project pathway, alternative pathways, or 


other factors? 
- Up to what level (institutional outcome; hh outcome / proxy impact (food production, income, 


food prices, buffers), impact (food consumption, nutritional status) has the food security of 
targeted households improved? 


- What is the evidence that food insecure people have been reached, directly or indirectly? How 
have women (female headed households, women in the households) and vulnerable groups 
benefited? 


- Are there any unplanned, positive of negative, effects of the programme? 
- Are there any indirect effects, beyond the direct target group? e.g. consumers benefiting from 


improved food availability due to project support to farmers. 
 


Sustainability 
- How likely are benefits continued after project funding ends? In terms of: 


o Institutional sustainability? 
o Environmental sustainability? Especially climate change proof. 
o Political sustainable? 
o Financial sustainable? 
o Socio-economic sustainability?  


- Does the programme lead to increased food security in the long term? 
 
Evaluation: 


- How was the programme monitored and evaluated and impact measured?  
- Was evaluation also done by independent experts? 
- Where direct responses of beneficiaries used for evaluation? 
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Annex VIII: Project level focus group discussion questions and questionnaires for 
participants 


 
This Annex presents the topics discussed in the focus group discussions.  The aim of this topic list was to 
learn more about the involvement of the beneficiaries in the project and the way it impacted their food 
security situation. This annex also contains  a general  questionnaire that was given to the participants of 
the focus group discussion to collect information about their households. 
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1. Project 24720 – CATALIST-2 
 


A. Focus group discussion questions 
 
General questions 


- How long do you live in this area? 
- Are you a member of a farmer organization? 
- What are the most important crops that are grown in this area? 
- What are the most important sources of income around here? 


 
Farming 


- What crops do you grow? 
- How do farmers decide on what crops to grow? Do they use the crops to consume or to sell? 
- How are these expectations formed (weather, current crop prices, et cetera)?  
- Which household members participate in the decisions on which crops to grow and in the 


decisions on how to spend the income earned?  
- How are food resources allocated among the household members? How is it in your household? 
- Are you a member of a farmer organization? Why, why not? 
- Do you buy agro-input through a farmer organization? Why, why not? Is it cheaper? 


Food security situation 
- Do people in this area have easy access to food? If not, why not? 
- Do people in this area in general have several meals a day? 


Knowledge of the project (organization) 
- What do you know about the project? 
- What are the goals of the project according to you? 


Experience with the project 
- What is your experience with the project? 
- What have you seen of the project? 


Participation in project 
- How were you engaged in the project? 
- What did your participation consist of? 
- Have you participated actively? 
- Why did you apply or have not applied the ISFM farming practices?  
- Why did you use the services (access to inputs, business planning, credit, forward contracting) 


put in place by the project? 
- What tools and training did you receive?  
- What did you learn from the projects? Did the project give you new insights? 
- Were you also involved in projects from other donors? What were they about? 


Impact on the livelihood  
- How did the project  affected your own situation and that of  your family members?  
- Did it change your diet and access to food? 
- Did the project also impacted other people in your neighborhood / friends that did not 


participate? 
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Effectiveness 
- Do you have better access to food since the project? If yes, how was it influenced? And what 


was the contribution of the project in it? 
- Did the project influenced the way that you do business? If so, in what way? 
- Did your income increase since the project? Do you use the extra income to buy food? What 


else do you use the extra income for?  


Relevance 
- Did the project focus on the relevant factors for improving food security?  
- Should other aspects have been addressed? If so, which ones? 


Unplanned, positive of negative, effects of the project 
- Which effects were there apart from participation? 
- What other factors influenced the project and in what way? (lower or higher food prices / 


weather / projects from other donors, environmental, political, financial, or socio-economical 
aspect etc.) 


 
Sustainability 


- Are the changes to agricultural production sustainable? 
- What are the impacts of agricultural intensification on the households in the past five years? 


What are the positive impacts (e.g. lower food prices, more work opportunities, et cetera)? And 
what are the negative impacts (e.g. increased land rent, et cetera)?  


- Did the activities you followed helped you to find a job? If yes, in what way? 
- Did the activities you followed helped you to increase your income? If yes, in what way? 
- What will happen if the project stops? 
- What has changed since the project stopped? 


 
Lessons learned 


- On balance, does the interviewee consider the project to be successful? 
- What went well? Why?  
- What did not go so well? Why? 
- What could have been improved in the project?  
- If similar projects are implemented in the future, what could be improved to make them more 


effective? 
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B. Questionnaire for participants focus group discussions 
 


Questionnaire 


Please answer all questions. If a question is unclear, please ask us and we will clarify it for you. 


 
First name: ……………………………. 


Last name: …………………………….. 


What is the size of your 
household? 


How many children (under 
18 years old) live in your 
household? 


How many members of your 
household are women/girls? 


….. persons 
 


….. children 
 
 


….. women                                           ….. girls 


What is your occupation/job?  


What is the size of the land 
you own? 


How much of this land do 
you use for growing crops? 


….. hectares 


….. hectares 


What are the most important 
crops you grow? 


(if you grow less than 5 crops, 
please leave the other lines 
blank) 


1. ……………………… 


2. ……………………… 


3. ……………………… 


4. ……………………… 


5. ……………………… 


Do you own any farm 
animals? 


If so, which kind and how 
many? 


Yes / No1 


 Pigs 


 Cows 


 Chicken 


 … 


 … 


Are you a member of a farmer 
organisation? 


Yes / No* 


 
  


                                                           
1 Please strike through the answer that does not apply. 
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2. Project 25059 - Consolidation Marshlands 
 


A. Focus group discussion questions 
 
General questions 


- How long do you live in this area? 
- What are the most important crops that are grown in this area? 
- What are the most important sources of income around here? 


 
Farming 


- What crops do you grow? 
- How do farmers decide on what crops to grow? Do they use the crops to consume or to sell? 
- How are these expectations formed (weather, current crop prices, et cetera)?  
- Which household members participate in the decisions on which crops to grow and in the 


decisions on how to spend the income earned?  
- How are food resources allocated among the household members? How is it in your household? 
- Are you a member of a farmer organization or water oganization? Why, why not? 
- Do you buy agro-input through a farmer organization? Why, why not? Is it cheaper? 


Food security situation 
- Do people in this area have easy access to food? If not, why not? 
- Do people in this area in general have several meals a day? 


Knowledge of the project (organization) 
- What do you know about the project? 
- What are the goals of the project according to you? 


Experience with the project 
- What is your experience with the project? 
- What have you seen of the project? 


Participation in project 
- How were you engaged in the project? 
- What did your participation consist of? 
- Have you participated actively? 
- What tools and training did you receive in order to take over the maintenance of the project?  
- What did you learn from the projects? Did the project give you new insights? 
- Were you also involved in projects from other donors? What were they about? 


Impact on the livelihood  
- How did the project  affected your own situation and that of  your family members?  
- Did it change your diet and access to food? 
- Did the project also impacted other people in your neighborhood / friends that did not 


participate? 


Effectiveness 
- Do you have better access to food since the project? If yes, how was it influenced? And what 


was the contribution of the project in it? 
- Did the project influenced the way that you do business? If so, in what way? 
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- Did your income increase since the project? Do you use the extra income to buy food? What 
else do you use the extra income for?  


Relevance 
- Did the project focus on the relevant factors for improving food security?  
- Should other aspects have been addressed? If so, which ones? 


Unplanned, positive of negative, effects of the project 
- Which effects were there apart from participation? 
- What other factors influenced the project and in what way? (lower or higher food prices / 


weather / projects from other donors, environmental, political, financial, or socio-economical 
aspect etc.) 


 
Sustainability 


- How were farmers in the cooperatives and Water Users’s prepared to consolidate the 
marshlands after the end of the ESIRU project in order to take over the important task of 
infrastructure maintenance?  


- Are the changes to agricultural production sustainable? 
- What are the impacts of agricultural intensification on the households in the past five years? 


What are the positive impacts (e.g. lower food prices, more work opportunities, et cetera)? And 
what are the negative impacts (e.g. increased land rent, et cetera)?  


- Did the activities you followed helped you to find a job? If yes, in what way? 
- Did the activities you followed helped you to increase your income? If yes, in what way? 
- What will happen if the project stops? 
- What has changed since the project stopped? 


Lessons learned 
- On balance, does the interviewee consider the project to be successful? 
- What went well? Why?  
- What did not go so well? Why? 
- What could have been improved in the project?  
- If similar projects are implemented in the future, what could be improved to make them more 


effective? 
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C. Questionnaire for participants focus group discussion 
 


Questionnaire 


Please answer all questions. If a question is unclear, please ask us and we will clarify it for you. 


 
First name: ……………………………. 


Last name: …………………………….. 


What is the size of your 
household? 


How many children (under 
18 years old) live in your 
household? 


How many members of your 
household are women/girls? 


….. persons 
 


….. children 
 
 


….. women                                           ….. girls 


What is your occupation/job?  


What is the size of the land 
you own? 


How much of this land do 
you use for growing crops? 


….. hectares 


….. hectares 


What are the most important 
crops you grow? 


(if you grow less than 5 crops, 
please leave the other lines 
blank) 


1. ……………………… 


2. ……………………… 


3. ……………………… 


4. ……………………… 


5. ……………………… 


Do you own any farm 
animals? 


If so, which kind and how 
many? 


Yes / No2 


 Pigs 


 Cows 


 Chicken 


 … 


 … 


Are you a member of a farmer 
organisation? 


Yes / No* 


  


                                                           
2 Please strike through the answer that does not apply. 
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3.  Project 25457 - Access to Food for Young Children 
 


A. Focus group discussion questions 
 
General questions 


- How long do you live in this area? 
- What are the most important crops that are grown in this area? 
- What are the most important sources of income around here? 
- Which household members participate in the decisions on which crops to grow and in the 


decisions on how to spend the income earned?  


Food security situation 
- Do people in this area have easy access to food? If not, why not? 
- Do people in this area in general have several meals a day? 
- How are food resources in general allocated among the household members? How is it in your 


household? 


Knowledge of the project (organization) 
- What do you know about the project? 
- What are the goals of the project according to you? 


Experience with the project 
- What is your experience with the project? 
- What have you seen of the project? 


Participation in project 
- How were you engaged in the project? 
- What did your participation consist of? 
- Have you participated actively? 
- What tools and training did you receive?  
- What did you learn from the projects? Did the project give you new insights? 
- Were you also involved in projects from other donors? What were they about? 
- How often have you visit an ANC (Ante-Natal Clinic) during your latest pregnancy? And for 


what? 
- Did you also visit an ANC after your pregnancy? And what for? 
- How was your husband / partner involved in the project? 


Impact on the livelihood  
- How did the project  affected your own situation and that of  your family members?  
- Did it change your diet and access to food? Did it change the diet you give to your children? 
- Did the project also impacted other people in your neighborhood / friends that did not 


participate? 


Effectiveness 
- Do you have better access to food since the project? If yes, how was it influenced? And what 


was the contribution of the project in it? 
- Did the project influenced the way that you do business? If so, in what way? 
- Did your income increase since the project? Do you use the extra income to buy food? What 


else do you use the extra income for?  
- How did the project influenced your husband? 
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Relevance 
- Did the project focus on the relevant factors for improving food security?  
- Should other aspects have been addressed? If so, which ones? 


 
Unplanned, positive of negative, effects of the project 


- Which effects were there apart from participation? 
- What other factors influenced the project and in what way? (lower or higher food prices / 


weather / projects from other donors, environmental, political, financial, or socio-economical 
aspect etc.) 


Sustainability 
- Did the activities you followed helped you to find a job? If yes, in what way? 
- Did the activities you followed helped you to increase your income? If yes, in what way? 
- What will happen if the project stops? 


Lessons learned 
- On balance, does the interviewee consider the project to be successful? 
- What went well? Why?  
- What did not go so well? Why? 
- What could have been improved in the project?  
- If similar projects are implemented in the future, what could be improved to make them more 


effective? 
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B. Questionnaire for participants focus group discussion 
 


Questionnaire 


Please answer all questions. If a question is unclear, please ask us and we will clarify it for you. 


First name: ……………………………. 


Last name: …………………………….. 


What is the size of your 
household? 


How many children (under 
18 years old) live in your 
household? How old are 
they? 


How many members of your 
household are women/girls? 


….. persons 
 


….. children, aged…………………………………………………. 
 
 


….. women                                           ….. girls 


Did you visit an ANC before 
your youngest child was 
born? 


If so, how many times during 
your pregnancy? 


 


What is your 
occupation/job? 


 


What is the size of the land 
you own? 


How much of this land do 
you use for growing crops? 


….. hectares 


….. hectares 


What are the most important 
crops you grow? 


(if you grow less than 5 
crops, please leave the other 
lines blank) 


1. ……………………… 


2. ……………………… 


3. ……………………… 


4. ……………………… 


5. ……………………… 


Do you own any farm 
animals? 


If so, which kind and how 
many? 


Yes / No3 


 Pigs 


 Cows 


 Chicken 


 … 


                                                           
3 Please strike through the answer that does not apply. 
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Annex X: Project level food security effects 
 
This Annex presents each project’s relation to food security, based on assessments from the questionnaire and the interviews and/or focus 
group discussions conducted in the end line visit. For each project, an evaluation is made of the food security objective, the number of (food 
insecure) beneficiaries, and the likelihood that specific aspects of food security are enhanced. In addition, the relation to the most recent food 
security policy letter (2014) from the Dutch government and the new Multi-Annual Strategic Plan (MASP 2014-2017) from the Embassy of the 
Kingdom of the Netherlands in Kigali is given to assess the contribution of the project to the goals set in these new policies.  
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1. Project 19160 - Skills Development and Employment Protection 
 


FOOD SECURITY  Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and 
Targeting food 
insecure?   


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence) 


 Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced 
Food Stability  
(likely/eviden
ce) 


Enhanced 
Food 
Utilization  
(likely/eviden
ce) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence) 


Relation to policy 
letter 2014 and 
MASP 2014-2017 


Sub-objective  output  indicator: 2.2 Strengthened SMEs in agribusiness sector  


Questionnaire No - Entrepreneurs, 
employees, self-
employed, job-
seekers 
-  almost 10,000 
people (target 3,000), 
with 4,657 women 
(52%), received 
further trainings as 
part of the Upgrade 
Your Skills initiative 


Income 
generating 
activities leading 
to more 
availability of 
food 


Income 
generating 
activities leading 
to more access to 
food (reported 
increase in 
income of 3,3%) 


No mention of 
this 


No mention of 
this 


The aim of the 
project is: 
strengthen the 
SMEs and 
promote 
employment 
opportunities It 
seems like jobs 
are created, 
however the 
diagram does not 
contain correct 
data it seems 
(16,6% new job 
creation and 
1,3% job 
promotion). 


Trainings created  
new job 
opportunities, 
especially focused 
on youth 
unemployment. 
However, no 
follow-up on long-
term results of the 
programme. 
 


End line 
 


No direct food 
objective, 
indirect effects.  


In total 10,0870 
people were trained 
as a result of the 
vocational training 
and labour market 
component, of which 
4,815 were women 
(48%). The final report 
mentions that the job 


Increase of food 
availability and 
processing of raw 
products. This 
opened up new 
sales markets 
related to 
agriculture and 
income-earning 


The project made 
a contribution to 
the creation of 
jobs and 
improving the 
qualifications of 
young women 
and men in 
Rwanda, who 


Increase in 
turnover of 
food 
processing 
sector with  
120.000.000 
RWF (€ 
130.000). 


Increased 
number of 
food 
processing 
supermarkets 
from 16 at 
baseline to 106 
at end line 


Creation of 
Sector Skills 
Councils (SSC) in 
collaboration 
with GoR, GIZ 
and private 
sector. SSC 
however still 


Similar to MASP 
2014-2017, the 
project has a focus 
on youth 
unemployment. 
Technical and 
vocational training 
(TVET) is integrated 
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FOOD SECURITY  Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and 
Targeting food 
insecure?   


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence) 


 Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced 
Food Stability  
(likely/eviden
ce) 


Enhanced 
Food 
Utilization  
(likely/eviden
ce) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence) 


Relation to policy 
letter 2014 and 
MASP 2014-2017 


creation in Rwanda 
increased from 
155,394 in 2010 to 
224,736 in 2013 
(69.342 jobs were 
created).  
Number of food 
insecure people is 
unknown, the many 
trainings took place in 
rural areas. 
Total direct 
beneficiaries:  
20,148  
Total indirect 
beneficiaries:  
Not specified  


opportunities for 
rural producers 
through the 
supply of their 
raw products to 
the processing 
enterprises. 


therefore have 
better access to 
more productive 
employment and 
a more secure 
income. This in 
turn improves 
their access to 
food.    


needs more 
strengthening. 


in the food security 
programme. 
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2. Project 19462 – PAREF NL-1  
 


FOOD SECURITY  Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct beneficiaries, 
and  
Targeting food insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/ evidence) 


Enhanced 
Food 
Utilization  
(likely/eviden
ce) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence
) 


Relation to policy letter 2014 and 
MASP 2014-2017 


Sub-objective  output indicator: 1.4 Increased access to reliable and affordable energy  
Sub-objective  output indicator: 2.1 Strengthened agribusiness representatives 


 


Questionnaire No information. Institutional Support component 
Direct: Central and decentralised 
government services, state and 9 
districts. 
Indirect: Population of 2.8 
million people, which will 
receive information relating to 
the economic role of forest 
resources. 
Forestation component 
Direct: Actors of fuelwood 
industry (because of creation of 
4,000 jobs), especially vulnerable 
people, such as the landless, 
unemployed youth and women 
(= the food insecure). 
Indirect: Urban population, 
because of the securing of 
domestic fuel supply. 
Valorisation component 
Direct: Charcoal producers (90). 
Indirect: All charcoal users, 
because of increased supply 
(shortages + price ↓) 


Not applicable, 
the project does 
not focus on food 
creation or 
production. 


Indirect link: the 
workforce selected 
mainly consisted of 
the poorest of the 
rural population 
and half of them 
were women. 
According to the 
survey, this 
contributed to the 
food security and 
education. However 
no further 
explanation. 


No information. No 
information. 


Yes, training and 
capacity building 
exercises, 
carbonisation 
training and 
4,000 jobs 
created. 


- 90 charcoal makers (10 per 
district) trained in improved 
carbonization techniques and 
proper exploitation 
techniques. The trainees also 
observed the recovery of 
creosote water and tar. 
- Unemployed youth are direct 
beneficiaries of forestation 
component.  


End line 
 
 


Explicit, 
reforestration 
increases food 


Similar to information above 
 
Total direct beneficiaries: 


Newly planted 
trees protect 
fertile land 


Indirect link by 
generating local 
jobs (HIMO 


Likely, increased 
incomes and 
higher 


Benefiting 
urban 
populations 


No information The project contributes to 
increased sustainability by 
reducing CO2 through 
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FOOD SECURITY  Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct beneficiaries, 
and  
Targeting food insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/ evidence) 


Enhanced 
Food 
Utilization  
(likely/eviden
ce) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence
) 


Relation to policy letter 2014 and 
MASP 2014-2017 


availability and 
job creation 
increases food 
accessibility  


4,090 
Total indirect beneficiaries: 
3,800,511 
 


against soil 
erosion, allowing 
for higher 
agricultural 
production. 


approach), 
increasing income 
and thereby 
increasing food 
accessibility.  


agricultural 
production 
enhance food 
stability.  


by securing 
domestic 
fuel supply 
(estimated 
at up to 8% 
of the 
domestic 
consumptio
n in charcoal 
and 3% in 
terms of 
consumptio
n of fire 
wood).  


reforestation and improved 
carbonization techniques. As 
one of the project’s specific 
objective is controlling the 
qualitative and quantitative 
degradation of forest 
resources, this project is in line 
with the Dutch Food Security 
Letter of 2014’s attention to 
degradation of ecosystems 
and reducing exposure to 
external shocks. 
 
In addition, PAREF NL-1 
decentralized decision-
making, planning, and 
implementation of its 
activities to the district and 
sector levels (Final Report 
2008, p. 29). This is in line with 
the new policy letter’s focus 
on regionally diversified 
policies and implementation 
activities. The population has 
received information relating 
to the economic role of forest 
resources that lead people to 
adopt new attitudes towards 
the environment in general 
and forest resources, in 
particular. 
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3. Project 19815 - PROSKID 
 


FOOD SECURITY Food 
security 
objective?  


Number of direct beneficiaries, 
and  
Targeting food insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence) 


Relation to policy letter 2014 and 
MASP 2014-2017 


Sub-objective  output  indicator: 2.2 Strengthened SMEs in agribusiness sector  


Questionnaire Not 
applicable. 


BPC winners (450 companies in 
the TVET sector), interns (516 
TVET graduates), TVET schools, 
development partners, 
government agencies. It is not 
clear if they are food insecure.  


Answer: “don’t 
know”. 


The project created 
988 more jobs, 
resulting in a rise in 
household income. 
This can be used to 
purchase more 
food. However, no 
direct link. 


The project was 
not targeting the 
food supply 
chain. 


Not applicable. Yes, this is the 
aim of the 
project: 
promotion of 
entrepreneurship 
and increase of 
employability of 
students. 


561 TVET graduates have been 
assigned an internship of which 
48% this lead to employment 
either as employee in hosting 
companies, self-employed or 
employed elsewhere attributed 
to the practical skills they got 
during their internship period. 
Thus the project did focus on 
your employment, although it is 
no clear to what extent overall 
youth unemployment has 
decreased.  


End line Implicit 
objective. 


In addition to the above, PSF 
claims that around 1,000 jobs 
have been created. However, it 
appears to be quite hard to 
attribute any increase in number 
of jobs to the support provided. 
No evidence of targeting food 
insecure, despite mentioning a 
special interest in ‘women jobs’.  
 
Total direct beneficiaries:  
946 
Total indirect beneficiaries:   
1,000 


No information Indirect link, 
business 
environment 
improvement, 
economic 
development and 
access to finance 
also lead to high 
revenues for 
households which 
in turn enable 
them to have 
better access to 
food. 


No information No information Direct focus on 
private sector 
development 
through granting 
loans, trainings 
and graduate 
internships at 
companies.  


In line with MASP 2014-2017 to 
focus on youth unemployment, 
thereby also indirectly improving 
food security.   
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4. Project 19940 - Electricity Access Roll-out Program (EARP) 
 


FOOD SECURITY  Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and  
Targeting food insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/ 
evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence) 


Relation to 
policy letter 
2014 and 
MASP 2014-
2017 


Sub-objective  output indicator: 1.4 Increased access to reliable and affordable energy   


Questionnaire No 
objective 


Beneficiaries: households, public 
institutions, productive use. No 
numbers are given. 
Project has targeted 12,574 new 
connections (instead of 
expected 6,500). 


Indirectly yes, 
because farmers 
are able to 
increase 
production (rice 
irrigation, coffee-
washing stations, 
tea factories) 


No additional 
information 


Indirectly yes. If 
the connection 
are stable, food 
production, 
processing and 
conservation 
will also 
stabilise. 


Indirectly yes, because an 
increase in food 
conservation. 


Yes, more jobs become 
available through 
electrification. More 
machines can be used, 
such as agro processing 
units, grinding 
machines, plumbing 
machines, welding 
machines, carpentry 
etc. This increases the 
amount of job 
possibilities. 


. 


End line 
 


Implicit, 
there is a 
link 
between 
improving 
energy 
access and 
food 
security. 


In March 2016, 28% of the 
population was connected. By 
the end of December 2015, 
EARP realized 562.942 
connections nationwide. Other 
targets besides households that 
have been reached: health 
centres (+30% access to 
electricity 2009 vs 2015), schools 
(+18%) and administration 
offices (+65%).   
Yes, targeting rural areas where 
the majority of the population is 
active in agricultural activities. 
 


Indirect. Farmer 
practices 
/production can 
benefit from 
more and better 
access to energy, 
thereby 
increasing food 
availability.  


Food security 
might increase 
indirectly. Also, 
economic 
production in 
Rwanda as a 
whole could be 
stimulated which 
creates jobs and 
incomes, 
enhancing 
opportunities of 
increased access 
to food. 


No additional 
information.  


Electricity helps post-
harvesting activities. 
Setting up cold rooms 
which enables farmers to 
keep their vegetables 
fresh and to stock their 
food longer, this is also 
positive for the milk 
cooling sector. Irrigation 
of rice fields is made 
easier. Transformation of 
food is more efficient as 
electricity is used in 
processing. 


No additional 
information 


In MASP 
2014-2017 
the focus on 
access to 
reliable and 
affordable 
electricity 
will be 
phased out 
EKN Kigali 
has therefore 
decided to 
stop funding 
the next 
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FOOD SECURITY  Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and  
Targeting food insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/ 
evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence) 


Relation to 
policy letter 
2014 and 
MASP 2014-
2017 


Total direct beneficiaries: 
562,942  
 
Total indirect beneficiaries:  
Not specified  


phase of the 
project. 


 


5. Project 23168/23214 - Support for land tenure regularisation 
 


FOOD SECURITY  Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct beneficiaries, 
and  
Targeting food insecure?  


Increased Food Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/ evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/ 
evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/ 
evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence) 


Relation to policy letter 
2014 and MASP 2014-
2017 


Sub-objective  output indicator: 1.3 Improved land registration   


Questionnaire 
 


Yes, by direct 
goals of land 
security, 
women’s 
access to 
property rights 
and sustainable 
land 
administration 
system  


No number provided 
 
Specifically targeting women 
with poor access to the land 
administration system. 


Yes, more efficient use of time 
by land owners leading to higher 
production and increased labour 
and land market activity.  


Likely but no 
evidence  


No evidence No evidence No evidence  Sustainability of the 
project was deemed 
less successful than 
other goals.  


End line 
 


Explicit, 
increased food 
security 
through higher 
productivity of 
land. Land 
registration 
allows for 


- Rightful landholders in 30 
districts  
- 7,164,230 land titles issued 
- 92% of all Rwandese 
landholders have benefited from 
the project.   
- 30 district offices connected to 
land administration system 


Population has stronger rights, 
incentives to improve land and 
to manage their land more 
responsibly. With collateral for 
loans, farmers can invest more 
and improve their production 
processes.  


Higher 
productivity will 
increase income 
and consequently 
food accessibility.  


Sustainable 
land 
management 
(e.g. protecting 
land from 
erosion) will 
lead to more 
food stability. 


Likely, land 
registration 
leads to more 
responsibility 
and better 
utilization of 
land and food.  


No information Improved land 
registration could 
increase incentives to 
improve land and 
manage their land more 
responsibly. This can 
lead to more 
sustainable investments 
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FOOD SECURITY  Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct beneficiaries, 
and  
Targeting food insecure?  


Increased Food Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/ evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/ 
evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/ 
evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence) 


Relation to policy letter 
2014 and MASP 2014-
2017 


governing the 
land use in a 
way that 
enhances food 
security for the 
district 
inhabitants. 


- 416 postholders trained 
- No indication of targeting food 
insecure 
 
Total direct beneficiaries: 
7,164,676  
 
Total indirect beneficiaries:  
Not specified  


As a result, higher yields of the 
land and better use of inputs are 
to be expected. 


and improve 
productivity of land and 
increase yields.  
Increased food security 
through higher 
productivity of land 
(Larger focus in MASP 
2014-17). The project is 
also giving attention to 
intra-familial disputes 
about land ownership, 
which is in line with the 
focus of MASP 2014-
2017 on inequality 
within households (p. 8 
BEMO). 
 
Higher sense of 
ownership of land could 
increase protection of 
land against erosion. 
This is in line with the 
new policy letter’s focus 
on degradation of 
ecosystems. 
 
Programme uses a 
community based 
methodology.  
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6. Project 23743 - HIMO PDED II consolidation 
 


FOOD SECURITY  Food 
security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and  
Targeting food insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence) 


Relation to policy letter 
2014 and MASP 2014-
2017 


Sub-objective  output indicator: 1.1 Feeder roads built in labour intensive way 
Sub-objective output indicator: 2.2 Strengthened SMEs in agribusiness sector 
Sub-objective output indicator: 2.4 Strengthened (semi) government institutions 


 


Questionnaire Yes, 4 solid 
links 
between 
improved 
roads and 
food security 
are 
established 


- The population of five 
districts, together a 
population of 1,780,570 
inhabitants 
- Civil society: 
cooperatives on the 
maintenance of roads, 
SMEs 
- Technical support 
cooperatives 
- Trainings given to: 72 
cooperatives (288 
members trained) ,4 
SMEs, 17 committees of 
developed sites, 78 
technicians and 100 
female entrepreneurs 
organised in 5 networks 


The land and soil activities, 
through agroforestry and 
fighting erosion, contributed 
to the improvement of the 
fertile ground and increased 
the quantity and quality of 
agricultural production. 
 
The survey states that there 
will be an increase in crop 
yields and availability of 
agroforestry products (fruits, 
fodder, firewood) 
 


Yes, the project 
increases the 
level of 
household 
income 


The stability is 
increased because 
the beneficiaries 
were informed about 
the rational use of 
their income and 
saving-options. 
Rational use is linked 
to spending money 
on food and 
improving the diet. 
The increased 
income was also 
used to invest in 
economic activities, 
such as farming and 
livestock, thereby 
increasing the food 
stability. 


Yes, because of 
increased 
infrastructure it 
will be easier to 
quickly transport 
food from one 
place to another. 


Yes: Districts, SMEs 
and cooperatives 
are trained to 
maintain feeder 
roads by 
themselves. Private 
institutions have 
been technically 
strengthened 


One of the goals of the 
project was to promote 
female entrepreneurship. 
This is in line with the 
new policy letter.  
 
The project significantly 
decreased erosion 
(although not specified in 
what manner).  


End line Implicit, 
main focus is 
creation of 
jobs but this 
has the 
direct 
impact of 
increased 
income to 
improve 


26.278 people employed 
as part of the cash for 
Work programme for 
1.233.617 man-days 
(which is about 22 
days/month). 54% of 
women worked on the 
construction works and 
60% to 70% were 
employed in tree 


Yes, by building/ 
rehabilitating additional 
farming lands agricultural 
yields can increase. Due to 
the improved infrastructure 
transportation costs 
decreased and products 
have become wider 
available, at lower prices. 


Yes, as 
household 
incomes have 
increased they 
have better 
access to food.   


HIMO is a temporary 
approach to increase 
employment and 
income. Therefore, it 
is not contributing to 
food stability in the 
long-term. 


Likely, as roads 
are maintained 
and new roads 
created 
transportation 
opportunities 
have increased. 
Transportation 
costs have 
decreased.  


Yes, Public and 
private institutions 
have been 
technically 
strengthened 
through trainings 
related to the 
implementation 
and monitoring of 
programme 


Aligned with MASP 2014-
2017 objective 1. to 
improve infrastructure to 
produce, process, 
distribute, and prepare 
food. Terraces and soil 
conservation to protect 
the roads are in line with 
new policy letter’s 
objective to fight 
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FOOD SECURITY  Food 
security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and  
Targeting food insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence) 


Relation to policy letter 
2014 and MASP 2014-
2017 


food security 
(access). 


nurseries and 
horticulture. 
 
Yes, direct targeting of 
the poor: 26,278 poor 
people (including 13,785 
women) were employed 
under PDED II. Extreme 
poverty level in 
participating regions 
decreased at about (2%).  
 
Total direct beneficiaries: 
26,894  
Total indirect 
beneficiaries:  
1,780,570 


activities and 
rational 
management of 
HIMO 


degradation of 
ecosystems. Technical 
training with 
involvement of the 
private sector also in line 
with MASP objectives.  
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7. Project 24371/ 25542 - Infrastructure investments (in-depth evaluation) 
 


FOOD SECURITY  Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and  
Targeting food 
insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence) 


Relation to policy letter 
2014 and MASP 2014-2017 


Sub-objective  output indicator: 1.1 Feeder roads built in labour intensive way 
Sub-objective  output indicator: 2.5 Strengthened fora for discussion 


  


Questionnaire 
(one of the 
600 projects) 


Yes, pineapple 
collection centre for 
Pineapples from sake 
and Mugesera and 
Jarama sectors 
 


Beneficiaries are from 
surrounding sectors 
which are sake, Jarama 
Mugesera, almost 2000 
farmers 


Yes, productivity 
and number of 
pineapple 
farmers has been 
increased 


Yes, due to higher 
productivity incomes 
have been raised, which 
could be spend on agro-
seeds and other food 
needs.  
300 temporary jobs 
were created and more 
permanent jobs at the 
collection centre, 
transportation and 
farming.  


Yes, higher 
productivity and 
better post-harvest 
utilization.  


Yes, the collection 
centre helps 
conserve the 
pineapples and 
facilitates a better 
link between 
producers and 
market 


No information Close cooperation between 
local authorities and 
farmers, aligning with the 
decentralized approach 
MASP 2014-2017.   


End line Explicit, by improving 
all kinds of 
infrastructure (roads, 
health infrastructure, 
education 
infrastructure, private 
sector, agriculture 
etc.) and using poor 
labour force, income 
has been generated to 
buy more food. Also, 
addressing food 
security through  
Increased production 
of food (terraces, 


24371: 2.416 individuals 
trained. 12,703 
individuals received a 
loan. In 180 sectors 
direct support had been 
given to the poorest 
and most vulnerable 
households in total 
43,671 (99,817 
members). 
 
A total of 4.658 
households earned 
newly treated terraces 
 


By agriculture 
interventions, 
such as land 
consolidation 
and selected 
seeds policy to 
increase the 
agriculture 
production, food 
availability and 
security is 
addressed.  


Yes, land consolidation 
increases production 
and income. In addition, 
jobs have been created 
and loans have been 
granted. Therefore, the 
increased income of 
households in the 
targeted district will 
lead to better food 
accessibility.  


Yes, as the project 
includes activities to 
consolidate land, 
construct a dam 
sustainable 
agricultural 
production is 
promoted. 
Additionally, the 
project aims to 
ensure the 
sustainable supply 
of Drinking Water 
and Sanitation 
Services to rural 
populations.   


Food production is 
likely to be increased 
and therefore post-
harvest handling as 
well.   


Yes, An 
improved 
enabling 
environment 
should attract 
more investors 
and contribute 
to local 
economic 
development. 
This should 
include various 
elements of food 
production like 
increased 
production and 


Programme is in line with 
objective 1 MASP 2014-
2016 to increase 
infrastructure related to 
food security. 
 
LODA uses a locally-based, 
participatory, owned by 
stakeholders and suited to 
local context approach. It is 
a decentralized and 
transparent way of working 
engaging districts. This is in 
line with the increased 
regional/decentralization 
focus of new policy letter. 
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FOOD SECURITY  Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and  
Targeting food 
insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence) 


Relation to policy letter 
2014 and MASP 2014-2017 


consolidation of 
marshlands).  


Furthermore, 9,625 
individual latrines 
provided.  
 
25542: May 2016 that  
54,073 direct 
beneficiaries have been 
reached, among which 
the 23,017 women and 
31,056 men in the 
financial Year 2014-15 
 
Total direct 
beneficiaries: 
295,006 
Total indirect 
beneficiaries:  
99,817 


post-harvest 
handling. LODA 
also sensitizes 
population on 
the culture of 
making savings 
and working 
with banks and 
micro-finance 
institutions 
through 
Financial 
Services. 


District legitimacy is also 
enhanced, in line with the 
MASP objectives of good 
governance.  
 
One thematic area is 
productivity and youth 
employment. The project 
will enhance the skills of 
youth and will also create 
more jobs for the newly 
skilled workforce (Proposal 
25542 p. 8). In line with new 
MASP’s focus on youth 
unemployment. 
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8. Project 24730 – Linking Farmers to Markets 
 


FOOD SECURITY  Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and  
Targeting food insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/ evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/ evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence) 


Relation to policy letter 
2014 and MASP 2014-
2017 


Sub-objective  output indicator: 2.1 Strengthened agribusiness representatives 
Sub-objective  output indicator: 2.3 Strengthened cooperatives 
Sub-objective  output indicator: 2.4 Strengthened (semi) government institutions 


  


Questionnaire 
 


No 
questionnaire 
returned  


       


End line 
 


Implicit link  6,753 individual farmers and 
137 cooperatives were 
trained; all are members of 
the 16 associations involved. 
 
Total direct beneficiaries: 
6,753 
 
Total indirect beneficiaries: 
176.958 


Increased production 
and access to markets 
and competitive 
markets.  


Indirectly, increasing 
business skills, access 
to markets and 
access to finance 
would lead to better 
production levels and 
more efficient 
business 
management, which 
in turn will have an 
impact on 
households’ income. 
However, it is not 
clear whether to 
what extent 
participating farmers 
(all cooperative 
members) were food 
insecure at the 
beginning of the 
project. 


The representation 
of farmers at the 
national level has 
resulted in a stable 
market price being 
set for Irish potato 
in Rwanda, leading 
to more stable 
production and 
prices year-round.  


Investments in post-
harvest facilities 
could improve food 
security if food can 
be better preserved 
and can thereby be 
more easily 
distributed. 


With fora for 
dialogue, PSF has 
linked farmers 
with banks, 
financial 
institutions, 
insurance 
companies, 
traders, buyers 
and Government 
leaders.  


The project is in line 
with the focus on 
increased capacity of 
government and private 
sector in the field of 
food security 
(agribusiness sector). 
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9. Project 24871 - Capacity Building for Food Security in Rwanda 
 


FOOD SECURITY  Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and  
Targeting food insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/ evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/ evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence) 


Relation to policy letter 
2014 and MASP 2014-2017 


Sub-objective output indicator: 2.1 Strengthened agribusiness representatives 
Sub-objective output indicator: 2.4 Strengthened (semi) government institutions 


  


Questionnaire 
 


No 
questionnaire 
returned  


       


End line 
 


Implicit link Not specified.  
 
Total direct beneficiaries: 
Not specified  
Total indirect 
beneficiaries: 
Not specified 


NCBS’s support leads 
to sustainability of 
agencies and 
ministries and the 
setting up of 
standards. This may 
lead to an increase in 
sales. Additionally, 
RAB performs 
research that can 
conduct to the 
definition of right, 
stronger varieties of 
crops or food. 


No information No information Rwanda Agriculture 
Board (RAB)'s 
investment has led 
to the improvement 
of production 
factors through 
capacity in 
extension services. 
It created a fertile 
ground for other 
food-security 
agencies to address 
post-harvest 
infrastructure and 
markets within the 
food value-chain 
framework. 


Focus mainly on 
public 
institutions. The 
value chain 
approach to 
public-private 
cooperation is not 
yet working, due 
to some 
limitations to the 
cooperation. 


Corresponds with MASP 
2014-2017 to strengthen 
government (and private 
sector) representatives in 
the field of food security/ 
agribusiness sector. 
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10. Project 25059 - Consolidation Marshlands (in-depth evaluation) 
 


FOOD SECURITY 
 


Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and  
Targeting food insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/ evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/ evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidenc
e) 


Relation to policy letter 2014 
and MASP 2014-2017 


Sub-objective  output indicator: 2.1 Strengthened agribusiness representatives 
Sub-objective  output indicator: 2.3 Strengthened cooperatives 
Sub-objective  output indicator: 2.4 Strengthened (semi) government institutions 


 


Questionnaire “Poverty 
reduction, 
reduced 
malnutrition 
and self-
reliant 
continuation 
of 
development 
initiatives” 


(According to the survey. 
Evaluation Report RWA 
reports different 
numbers) 
All cooperative members 
(around 7,000 households 
= 35,000 beneficiaries) 
and all users of the 
erosion protected hillside 
and bench terraces (2,000 
households = 10,000 
beneficiaries).  
Local government 
authorities were also part 
of the beneficiaries, 
around 500 people. 


The food availability 
has increased 
drastically. Rice 
yields have 
improved at a rate 
of more than 4 
times (from 1--2 to 
5.5 t/ha). Next to 
this, diversified 
food and cash crops 
have been 
introduced and 
supported, of which 
the pineapple crop 
was very successful.  


There is an 
improvement in 
household income 
from €315 to €412, 
implying food is 
more accessible as 
households have 
higher purchasing 
power. 


According to the 
survey and 
evaluative report of 
WHH, the project is 
sustainable, 
implying that 
farmers are able to 
cultivate rice 
themselves after 
the project has 
ended, thereby 
increasing the food 
stability. 


One of the outcomes 
is the increase in 
technical capabilities 
of farmers’ 
cooperations. 
However, it is not 
clear if these technical 
capabilities involve 
food conservation. 


N/A Project included erosion 
control measures for farmers 
on hillsides. In line with new 
policy letter’s focus on 
degradation of ecosystems.  
 
‘The success of this project is 
mainly due to its 
participatory approach. 
Beneficiaries have been 
involved from planning, 
execution up to the 
evaluation stage. 
Beneficiaries played a big 
role in project designing as 
well as in establishing the 
regular annual project work-
plans.’ (Survey p. 5) In line 
with the regional focus. 


End line 
 


Explicit, 
increased 
food 
production 
and 
increased 
income to 
contribute to 


12 Marshland 
cooperatives: 6,250 
members, of which 2,638 
are women, reach: 35,000 
direct beneficiaries;  
6 WUO: 5,939 members, 
of which 2,439 are 
women; 


Yes, agricultural 
yields have 
increased. For 
example, rice yields 
have improved at a 
rate of more than 4 
times (from 1--2 to 
5.5 t/ha). 
Additionally, 


Yes, incomes have 
increased by the 
creation of jobs 
(HIMO project).  
Due to higher 
production rates an 
increase in income 
of 50% in Esiru 
cooperatives, 


Yes, project is 
sustainable as 
farmers have 
received 
agricultural training 
to increase and 
diversify their 
production. The 
marshlands were 


Several new shops 
have been opened in 
the project areas 
following the huge 
inflow of cash during 
project 
implementation. 
Several processing 
units have been 


No 
information 


Programme is sustainable as 
farmers are trained to 
improve their agricultural 
techniques and soil erosion is 
combatted. Focus on 
cooperative community work 
and the fact that districts and 
farmers organization define 
their needs and priorities as 
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FOOD SECURITY 
 


Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and  
Targeting food insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/ evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/ evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidenc
e) 


Relation to policy letter 2014 
and MASP 2014-2017 


poverty 
reduction 


872 users of erosion 
protected hillside / 
terraces: 2,000 
households, reach: 10,000 
direct beneficiaries; 
17.494 people 
participated in the Cash 
for Work program 
500 Local government 
authorities. 
 
Total direct beneficiaries: 
31,055 
Total indirect 
beneficiaries: 
45,000 


diversified food and 
cash crops have 
been introduced 
and supported 
(pineapple, beans, 
cassava, maize, 
geranium, fruits, 
etc.). 


thereby improving 
income of 
participating 
households.  


consolidated and 
put into productive 
use. 


started in the project 
area following the 
considerable increase 
of agricultural 
production (rice, 
maize, cassava, 
pineapple, etc.).  


input to implementation of 
the project in line with 
extended regional focus new 
policy letter. 
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11. Project 25195 - Participatory forest management (PAREF NL-2) 
 


FOOD SECURITY  Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and  
Targeting food insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence
) 


Relation to policy letter 
2014 and MASP 2014-2017 


Sub-objective  output  indicator:  1.2 Demand driven local economic development    


Questionnaire No direct 
food security 
objective  


Number of employed people 
is 20,762 of which 9,681 
women and 11,081 men. 
The project trained 511 
people (cooperative 
committee members) in 
cooperative management.  
 
Targeting food insecure in 
rural areas. Manpower was 
especially recruited from the 
lowest levels of poverty. 


Yes, agricultural 
production is 
increased by the 
programme’s focus 
on land protection 
and soil erosion. 
Trainings in 
forestry activity 
also contribute to 
higher 
productivity. 


Through the creation 
of jobs income has 
increased.  


No information  No information  No information Participatory local approach 
with good collaboration 
with district and local 
authorities.  


End line Explicit,  
similar to 
PAREF NL-1 


Number not specified. 
Project targets districts with 
a relatively high poverty 
level. Direct beneficiaries 
are workers employed 
under the HIMO approach. 
The Government of Rwanda 
has declared that at least 
30% of the HIMO workers 
should be women.  
 
Total direct beneficiaries: 
21.273 
 
Total indirect beneficiaries: 
Not specified  


Reforestation 
contributes to soil 
preservation and 
fight against 
erosion which in 
turns leads to 
higher agricultural 
production and 
thus may allow 
smallholder 
farmers to increase 
the food security 
of their families.  
  
Public 
management


Similar to PAREF NL-
1. Job creation 
allows for an 
increase in income, 
also benefitting food 
availability.  


Reforestation and 
better 
management of 
watercourses 
protects land for 
agricultural use, 
thereby increasing 
production and 
food stability. 


By investing in forest 
management capacity 
more firewood and 
charcoal becomes 
available (more than 
95% of population use 
fuel wood or charcoal). 
Yet, the link between 
firewood and charcoal 
and food security is not 
specified or proven. 


Improving 
management of 
privately owned 
forests (in PAREF 
NL-2 the forests 
managed by the 
districts and 
forests in private 
hands are also 
included, 
contrary to 
PAREF NL-1).  


Project PAREF 2-NL focuses 
on participatory forest 
management, adopting a 
local/regional approach.  
Protecting land, watersheds 
and rivers to prevent 
flooding or erosion (in line 
with focus on degradation of 
ecosystems and carbon 
reduction). Reforestation 
lowers air, soil and water 
pollution which to better 
quality food and especially 
fishes. 
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FOOD SECURITY  Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and  
Targeting food insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence
) 


Relation to policy letter 
2014 and MASP 2014-2017 


 : 
238,827 Ha; 
- Private 
management: 
90,889.3 Ha; 
- District 
management: 
15,783.4 Ha. 
N.B: Those data 
are for the year 
2013. 


12. Project 25454 - Cooperatives Support Programme 
 


FOOD 
SECURITY  


Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and  
Targeting food 
insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidenc
e)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/evidenc
e) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence) 


Relation to policy letter 
2014 and MASP 2014-2017 


Questionna
ire 


Yes, indirect: 
enhance business 
skills and 
competitive 
capacity of existing 
agribusinesses 
(including 
cooperatives) to 
enhance food 
security (indirectly 
through job 
creation and 
income) 


100 agribusiness 
cooperatives and Agri 
Business services 
providers. No 
mention of how many 
people are working in 
these cooperatives 
and Agri Business 
services and whether 
they are food 
insecure. 
 
But: mid-term review: 
29,350 beneficiaries 
in 99 cooperatives.  


Yes, sales 
volume of 
farmers have 
increased by 
39% by the end 
of 2015.  


Yes, creation of 
4,407 full-time jobs 
for cooperatives 
management and 
125 part-time jobs 
for agriculture 
activities.  


No addition 
information on 
sustainability of 
newly created 
jobs. 


No additional 
information. 


No information  Beneficiaries have been 
actively involved in the 
needs assessment and 
planning activities. 
Representatives of 
cooperatives are regularly 
consulted to assess progress 
and performances. Client 
satisfaction surveys are 
ongoing.  
So, in line with regional 
focus of new Policy letter. 
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FOOD 
SECURITY  


Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and  
Targeting food 
insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidenc
e)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/evidenc
e) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidence) 


Relation to policy letter 
2014 and MASP 2014-2017 


End line 
 


Explicit, targeting 
cooperatives of 
farmers. Accelerate 
agri-business 
development thus 
promoting rural 
economic growth 
and generating jobs 
in the agricultural 
sector. This will 
contribute to food 
security and 
stability.  


Beneficiaries are not 
specified. By the end 
of 2015, 4,407  full-
time jobs have been 
created in the 
cooperatives 
management sphere. 
125 part-time jobs 
have been created in 
agricultural activities. 
 
Total direct 
beneficiaries: 
4,532 
Total indirect 
beneficiaries: 
29,350 


No information Indirectly, the 
creation of jobs 
improved food 
security and 
accessibility.  


No information No information Project aims to 
strengthen private 
sector through 
coaching, training 
and capacity 
building. 


Aligned with MASP 2014-
2017 focus on development 
of government and private 
sector in the field of food 
security/agribusiness. 
Programme has a regional 
focus and focus on women 
and youth employment, in 
line with new policy letter 
and MASP. 


 


13. Project 25457 - Access to Food for Young Children (in-depth evaluation) 
FOOD SECURITY  Food security 


objective?  
Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and  
Targeting food 
insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidenc
e) 


Relation to policy letter 2014 
and MASP 2014-2017 


Sub-objective  output indicator: 3.1 Nutrition programme for very young children   
Questionnaire Yes, objective of 


the programme is 
to reduce 
stunting (chronic 
malnutrition) 
rates of children 
under 2 years by 


200,000 under-two 
children and 160,000 
pregnant/lactating 
women in 10 districts 
(Nyaruguru, Gisagara, 
Gatsibo, Nyamasheke, 
Kamonyi, Karongi, 


Food availability 
increased through (1) 
establishment of 
kitchen gardens and 
provision of small 
livestock to diversify 
diet of children, and (2) 


Indirect through 
support of community 
saving/lending groups 
which increases 
income generating 
activities for targeted 
households. This 


Not applicable. Not applicable.  No information Focus on pregnant/lactating 
women to decrease stunting 
rates for two-year olds is in line 
with new policy letter’s focus on 
reproductive health.  
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FOOD SECURITY  Food security 
objective?  


Number of direct 
beneficiaries, and  
Targeting food 
insecure?  


Increased Food 
Availability  
(likely/evidence)  


Increased Food 
Accessibility  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Stability  
(likely/evidence) 


Enhanced Food 
Utilization  
(likely/evidence) 


Private sector 
development 
(likely/evidenc
e) 


Relation to policy letter 2014 
and MASP 2014-2017 


5% (compared to 
existing level of 
44%) by each 
year in targeted 
districts.  


Muhanga, Gicumbi, 
Rutsiro and 
Nyamagabe). 
However, not specified 
whether this is the 
number of intended 
beneficiaries or if the 
project actually 
targeted this amount 
of beneficiaries.  


increased production 
because of  training in 
bio-intensive 
agriculture techniques 
to apply to kitchen 
gardens. Not specified 
how much this 
increased food 
availability.  


increases food 
accessibility, but it is 
not specified by how 
much.   


In line with regional focus of 
new policy letter because 
program beneficiaries are 
actively involved in several of 
program components.  


End line 
 


Explicit. No 
additional 
information 


Targeting 9,930 
households including 
pregnant women, 
lactating women and 
children under the age 
of two.  
 
Total direct 
beneficiaries: 
9,930 
Total indirect 
beneficiaries: 
Not specified 


Food availability 
increased to more 
technical knowledge of 
farming, growing 
vegetables, using 
fertilizers etc. No 
evidence available of 
an increase in 
production.  


Food accessibility 
addressed by learning 
women agricultural 
skills that make them 
more self-sufficient. 
Also, by sensitizing 
communities to join 
saving and lending 
groups.  


No information Yes, pregnant 
women/mothers 
have better 
knowledge of the 
nutritious value 
of food and learn 
how to produce 
and cook by 
themselves.  


No information Focus on reproductive health is 
in line with new policy letter 
(with following indicator: % of 
mothers of children age 0-23 
months who report attending at 
least 4 ANC visits during their 
most recent pregnancy). 
Trainings ensure sustainability 
and long-term effects. In 
addition, capacity of 
decentralized actors, like district 
officials & Community Health 
Workers are developed. This is 
in line with the regional focus of 
policy letter 2014.   


 





		Annex X: Project level food security effects
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		2. Project 19462 – PAREF NL-1

		3. Project 19815 - PROSKID

		4. Project 19940 - Electricity Access Roll-out Program (EARP)

		5. Project 23168/23214 - Support for land tenure regularisation

		6. Project 23743 - HIMO PDED II consolidation

		7. Project 24371/ 25542 - Infrastructure investments (in-depth evaluation)

		8. Project 24730 – Linking Farmers to Markets

		9. Project 24871 - Capacity Building for Food Security in Rwanda

		10. Project 25059 - Consolidation Marshlands (in-depth evaluation)

		11. Project 25195 - Participatory forest management (PAREF NL-2)

		12. Project 25454 - Cooperatives Support Programme
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Executive Summary 


Food security was made one of the four priorities of the Dutch policy for development cooperation in 
2011. This coincides with a global trend to focus on the increase of food availability as well as 
its quality. The Dutch budget available for improving food security in developing countries has 
increased from € 160 million in 2011 up to € 435 million in 2015. 


This report presents results of an impact evaluation of the Dutch food security programme for 
Rwanda 2012-2015. The evaluation analyses 14 separate projects in this programme. In addition, the 
report presents a quantitative impact evaluation of Integrated Farm Soil Management (ISFM) training 
programmes, including those organized by the EKN supported project CATALIST-2, which is part of 
the regional programme for the Great Lakes area.  


The objective of this impact evaluation is to provide input for the policy review of the Dutch food 
security programme 2012-2015, which is managed by the Policy and Operations Evaluation 
Department (IOB) of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) of the Government of the Netherlands. 
The policy review serves accountability of the MFA to parliament, and learning for policy 
development. This external and independent impact evaluation should above all provide evidence on 
the contribution of the Dutch-funded interventions to food security. 


Scope of the evaluation 


A part of the food security policy is implemented centrally (i.e. by the MFA in The Hague) 
through programmes such as ORIO, FDOV and MFS; these are outside the scope of this report. 
This report focusses solely on the evaluation of the decentralized implementation of the food security 
policy in Rwanda: projects that are financed directly by the Embassy of the Kingdom of the 
Netherlands (EKN) in Kigali. 


The food security portfolio of the Dutch embassy in Kigali contains 15 decentrally managed projects. 
The evaluation has been conducted for these 15 projects. In addition the evaluation includes a  
quantitative impact evaluation of Integrated Farm Soil Management (ISFM) training programmes, part 
of which were under the EKN supported CATALIST-2 programme. The evaluation period focuses on 
the years 2012-2015. Survey data collection for the evaluation was conducted in Rwanda in 
February-March 2014 (baseline) and February-March 2016 (endline). During the endline field visit we 
carried out: 


A. the portfolio evaluation of 14 projects (excluding the EKN Front Office Fund) for a ‘light’ 
assessment; 


B. the in-depth qualitative evaluation of 3 projects; 


C. the in-depth quantitative and qualitative evaluation of ISFM training 
programmes/CATALIST-2. 
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Evaluation questions and hypotheses 


As part of its assignment to the evaluation consortium, IOB has formulated evaluation questions and 
sub-questions concerning the following aspects: 


1. the composition and motivation of the Dutch food security country programme 2012- 2015; 
2. the instruments used and the synergy between them in tackling food security; 
3. costs and efficiency; 
4. effectiveness. 


The primary goal of the quantitative impact evaluation is to address the effectiveness of the supported 
ISFM training interventions. In addition to the evaluation questions we address the sustainability of 
the projects in the portfolio and their unplanned, positive or negative, effects.  


Based on the results of the baseline round of evaluation, hypotheses have been formulated that were 
tested at endline. The hypotheses concern both the impact of the project portfolio as a whole and the 
supported ISFM training interventions specifically, as well as the approach taken by the food security 
programme. 


 


Results at portfolio level 
 
Composition and motivation of the Dutch food security country programme 2012- 2015 


The food security programme aims to achieve three major outputs, by funding a number of projects 
per output (with some overlap between projects for outputs 1 and 2): 


1. Output 1: Improved infrastructure to produce, process, distribute and prepare food (7 
projects); 


2. Output 2: Strengthened capacity of government agencies, private sector and discussion fora 
(10 projects); 


3. Output 3: Better access to healthy food for very young children (1 project). 


As a result of donor coordination and specialisation in Rwanda, the programme does not include a 
food production component. Therefore, the expected effects in terms of food security are mostly in 
the area of more jobs and income, thus enabling Rwandan households to buy more food. We observe 
that in both ways the strategy of the Dutch and Rwandan government (GoR) on food security are 
aligned or try to follow the same goals. 


The intervention logic used for food security is presented in the figure on the next page.  
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Instruments and synergies in Dutch food security programme 


In 12 projects EKN chose to collaborate with other donors and GoR. This is a way to achieve larger 
impact, diminish overhead costs for starting up a project and enhance monitoring and evaluation. 
It should be noted that results achieved in projects with other donors are a joint effort of all 
the donors and, therefore, cannot solely be attributed to the EKN investment. 


Based on our analysis we conclude that there is a distance to the food insecure people, being 
the intended ultimate beneficiaries of the EKN programme. The majority of the projects used 
intermediate beneficiaries to reach the food insecure and were not targeting the food insecure 
directly. The combination of instruments and target groups observed in these projects is aimed at 
influencing bo th  Rwanda’s institutional environment (“top-down”) and the daily food security 
situation of food insecure households (“bottom-up”). Almost all EKN projects were using the 
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intermediate approach to reach food insecure people. Even when projects were found to be 
working with cooperatives or farmer groups, we observe that the majority of people participating 
in those groups are not food insecure. They are in most cases people that were amongst those 
better off in their community. However, in some cases it was the explicit ambition of project 
implementers to create a trickle-down effect using a capacity building or train-the-trainer approach 
as an intervention to accomplish knowledge sharing and ultimately reach the food insecure. During 
focus group discussions with members of cooperatives targeted by Consolidation of Marshlands and 
CATALIST-2 we learned that the farmers were teaching their neighbours or others some of the 
acquired knowledge, as well as sharing high-quality seeds they received through the project. 
However, in projects such as SPARK’s ‘Cooperative Support Programme’ it was concluded by external 
evaluators that the expected trickle-down effect did not occur and that besides the cooperative 
managers, few others in the cooperatives were reached by the project. These examples show that 
the “intermediate” approach to targeting the food insecure did not work out as expected in all 
projects. 


Furthermore, we observed that projects targeting the GoR or intermediate institutions sometimes 
had difficulties to single out project effects and direct numbers of beneficiaries. This is understandable 
when we distinguish between the top-down and bottom-up approach as described above. Even 
though EKN defines as one of the programme outputs (output 2) ‘strengthening capacity of 
government agencies, sector and discussion fora’, project assessments could state more clearly why 
and how these results can be reached, what the target group is and how project interventions will 
thus influence the final beneficiary, being food insecure people. This would have helped to monitor 
project results down to the food insecure and to be able to comment if the food insecure have 
been reached by the chosen intervention. The question whether or not this chosen approach was a 
good one is all the more salient, since many projects under output 2 did not achieve the anticipated 
outcomes. 


Costs per beneficiary and cost per output 


When trying to define the costs per beneficiary and per output we faced several challenges. First, at 
the endline stage of the evaluation seven projects were still ongoing and the final costs were not 
yet known. Second, the information about the direct and indirect beneficiaries was not always 
completely available and did cover in most cases the whole project period, when available. Third, 
information about the EKN costs was not always available and differed per source. We eventually 
decided to use the financial information received from IOB for the total project amounts disbursed. 
Fourth, even if some projects do give information about the direct beneficiaries, the results and 
effects cannot be attributed solely to EKN, since EKN is in most of the projects one of several 
other donors. Finally, there was no record of how many direct or indirect beneficiaries were 
actually food insecure at the start and end of the project. With these limitations in mind, we were 
able to do a costs-per-beneficiary calculation.  


The numbers of direct beneficiaries per project range from 966 to 7,164,676. Given this wide range in 
the numbers of direct beneficiaries per project, we find that the project with the lowest number of 
direct beneficiaries was also the project with the highest costs per beneficiary, being € 4,347.83. The 
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project with the highest number of direct also has the lowest costs per beneficiary, being € 9.20. 


On average the EKN programme expenditures related to the 8,331,024 beneficiaries were € 19.91. The 
expenditures for the EKN direct beneficiaries (calculated as the total number of direct beneficiaries 
times the percentage of project funding contributed by EKN), being 1,947,855 people, are on average 
€ 85.17. We also compared the average costs per beneficiary for the different EKN outputs, which 
showed that projects contributing to EKN outputs 1 and 2 were less costly per beneficiary than the 
single project under output 3 (the UNICEF Access to Food for Young Children project). As the UNICEF 
project was still on-going at the time of the evaluation, we recommend a quantitative impact 
evaluation to assess how these relatively high costs compare to the development impact realised by 
the project. 


For the Rwandan cassava cluster of CATALIST-2, direct project costs (contracts, meetings and cassava 
cuttings) are reported at Rwf 326,597,213. This amounts to a cost per direct beneficiary of Rwf 25,329 
or about € 33, which implies costs well below the average of the EKN programme portfolio. 


Effects of the programme on food security 


While most project implementers are aware that EKN intends to make a positive impact on food 
security, they have more often than not limited themselves to implementing their own project 
outputs and monitoring those. Of the 14 projects, ten have explicit food security objectives. The 
other four have some relationship to food security objectives, which remains implicit in project 
documentation and interviews with project implementers. However, they had an impact on food 
security via enabling factors such as job creation or infrastructure. When asked whether or not 
outcomes required for making an impact on food security have materialized, project implementers 
often did not have any evidence to support a conclusion. Most mid-term reviews and evaluations 
have not covered food security impact, but in some cases provide indirect evidence. We observed 
that the project implementers were using different formats to report back. It would have been 
better to use a consistent format for all the projects or ask project implementer to report explicitly 
about food security in their mid-term and annual reports. Neither project implementers nor EKN 
reported baseline measurements at outcome level at the start of the projects, which makes it 
difficult to put effects into perspective and to evaluate the impact of the results, especially related 
to food security, which can only be achieved at the end of the results chain of a project. Nor did 
the projects specifically report about the achievement of their project output in relation to the 
three food security outputs specified in EKN’s intervention logic. 


When zooming in on the achieved outcomes per EKN output indicator, we can conclude that for 
EKN output 1 ‘Improved infrastructure to produce, process, distribute and prepare food’ there 
are indications that the projects had a positive impact on food security. The use of relatively cheap 
labour force in these projects to support the poorest in the society contributed to an increase of 
income of the beneficiaries and better access to food. In addition, through the infrastructure built, it 
is now possible to easily transport food and enable better post-harvest handling via e.g. warehouses 
and processing plants in some of the agricultural value chains. In this way the food access and food 
availability have improved as well. We caution the reader that for more than half of the projects under 
output 1, we cannot with certainty conclude that the observed results are linked to the projects. 
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Despite these achievements, we do have some critical notes about the sustainability of the 
achieved effects. First, since there is no baseline information available at outcome level, we do not 
know for sure if the beneficiaries were food insecure at the start of the project. We are aware that 
most participants in the ‘cash-for-work’ projects (output 1) are classified as being the poorest in 
society, but this is not the case for projects related to energy or capacity building. For example, we 
have no evidence that the interns in the TVET project or capacity building projects were 
(moderately or severely) food insecure. Second, the increased income was earned during a 
relatively short period of time. Since no follow-up evaluations at beneficiary level have been 
performed we cannot tell if the beneficiaries are still benefiting from the fact that they contributed 
to one of the projects, or if the effects were only limited to that specific period in time. 


For EKN output 2 ‘Strengthened capacity of government agencies, private sector and discussion fora’ 
the effects on food security are less tangible and direct. We acknowledge the importance of capacity 
building to embed the objective of improved food security in the country’s policies and institutions 
and thus contribute to sustainability. However, project outputs in the output 2 projects were 
not fully achieved. In addition, the beneficiaries of the projects were not food insecure and it is an 
open question whether any trickle-down effect took place to reach food insecure people. 
Furthermore, we noticed in projects related to output 2 that financial literacy is still a challenge. 
Beneficiaries in businesses and cooperatives were not yet familiar with working with loans and in 
several projects (Skills development and employment protection, Professionalization of Skills 
Development and Cooperatives Support Programme), loans were by and large not (fully) repaid by 
farmers or businesses. This has been explained by interviewees pointing to the fact that the HIMO 
approach and other forms of monetary support, giving people cash for work or grants without asking 
for repayment, have been widely used in Rwanda. Working with commercial (or soft) loans that need 
to be repaid requires a different mind-set that has to be stimulated with beneficiaries and through 
the GoR in order to have effective loan systems working and to modernize the economy. 


The single project related to EKN output 3 ‘Better access to healthy food for very young children’ is 
still in progress. Intermediate results indicate that malnutrition of small children is decreasing. 
The food availability of participating families is also improving with the learned farming techniques. 


We therefore conclude that the EKN projects related to output 1 and output 3 did have the most 
impact on food insecure beneficiaries and on improving their food security situation. 
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Quantitative Impact Evaluation 


Farmer field schools and market development: background 


Many poor people living in Africa depend on agricultural production on small farms for their income 
and food access. A lot of development policy interest and support has been raised by the idea to reduce 
poverty in Africa by supporting these farmers to invest and produce more, and to make a profit from 
their farm by producing for the market rather than just for their own household’s consumption. A 
recent literature review of the “The effects of training, innovation and new technology on African 
smallholder farmers’ economic outcomes and food security” (Campbell review Stewart et al., 2015) 
distinguishes two main components in agricultural interventions: (1) Innovation, adoption of new 
technologies and (2) Farmer training, information.  


These intervention types are classic agricultural productivity interventions that are often shaped as 
“Farmer Field Schools” (FFS), where instruction is built around demonstration plots where farmers can 
observe the difference between plots with and without ISFM techniques. ISFM training programmes 
are widespread in Rwanda and fit well into the framework of food security. These training programmes 
are expected to improve food security through (1) increased food availability (food production) and 
through (2) its effect on the incomes of producers in the value chains of targeted products. The 
quantitative study uses a differences-in-differences design to create an explicit counterfactual and 
address attribution of project effects. 


The quantitative impact evaluation of this study focuses on the impact of FFS type agricultural 
intensification (ISFM) training programmes among cassava smallholders in the South of Rwanda. The 
focus on cassava for this study was based on the relatively large share of the budget support, but also 
because of the relevance of cassava for food security and nutrition of poor households and women. 
Moreover, cassava as a crop has received relatively little research attention. 


The study sample includes beneficiaries of the Embassy supported CATALIST-2 programme, which had 
been selected for the project evaluation. The CATALIST-2 programme is more ambitious than the 
standard FFS, and adds business training and cassava market interventions, including the promotion 
of linkages to market demand by processing facilities. In the CATALIST theory of change market forces 
are invoked as the main driver for enhancing food security and farmer income. If successful, these 
market forces incentivize individual farmers to respond to the CATALIST supply side interventions such 
as trainings. One of the reasons for CATALIST to focus on cassava producers was the establishment of 
the Kinazi Cassava Plant in 2012, which was expected to be a driving force for commercial cassava 
production. The summarized theory of change of the FFS plus market development programme is as 
follows: 


1. Trained households will start applying organic and chemical fertilizers, improved 
cuttings/seeds and ISFM practices; and learn financial, business skills. 


2. Insufficient access to credit, input and output markets is a binding constraint. Facilitating 
access will improve the profitability of ISFM investments and thus increase their level. 


3. Farmers will increase their yield and net income as a result of applying ISFM practices (this is 
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the main project goal and one of the main overall policy goals). 


4. Increased harvest and/or income will increase the food and nutrition intake of the household 
members. Improved nutrition was not a project objective, but it is interesting to see whether 
the project contributed to this. 


We note that the reach of the CATALIST-2 programme during the study period was limited. Programme 
data show that in the 2014-16 period 12,894 direct beneficiaries were reached, far fewer than the 
anticipated 43,000. As a result, our study sample only contains about eight percent of farmers that 
participated in a training in one of the CATALIST-2 program villages. For this reason, the empirical focus 
and our conclusions are on generic rather than CATALIST-2 specific training programme impacts. 


Research Context 


During the study period (2014-16), a major external shock affected the cassava sector as it suffered 
from the outbreak of two viral diseases, Cassava Mosaic Virus (CMV) and Cassava brown streak disease 
(CBSD). The disease outbreaks resulted in the destruction of large parts of the harvest and have 
resulted in a mass exit of farmers from cassava production during the study period. As detailed in the 
study, the 74 percent of farmers in our sample indicate that their harvest was affected; 51 percent 
state that more than half of the harvest is destroyed; and 39 percent have stopped cassava cultivation 
because of the diseases. The diseases clearly lowered the expected returns from cassava investments. 
Most cassava farmers have other options (e.g. beans) and respond to the changed expectations by 
reducing their cassava investment. The evaluated program did provide improved, resistant cassava 
varieties and this may explain why participation had a positive effect on the likelihood to remain active 
in cassava cultivation.  


There was an additional set-back in the cassava market development, an important pillar of the theory 
of change. The technical problems and the continued low production level of the Kinazi Cassava Plant 
has impeded the anticipated market demand for the output of cassava cooperatives in the CATALIST 
theory of change. 


Summary of findings 


The quantitative impact analysis is based on the panel data collected at household and community 
level at baseline (March 2014) and endline (March 2016). Using these data and a difference-in-
differences regression framework, this study finds the following headline results.  


(1) Cassava growing farmers have adopted a small number of ISFM farming practices as a result of the 
ISFM training intervention. In particular, they have increased the use of chemical fertilizer for cassava 
and the use of improved cuttings for cassava cultivation. The programme does not have a significant 
impact on other ISFM indicators, nor on a composite index of ISFM adoption. As a likely result of the 
programme participating farmers have suffered less damage to their harvest.  


(2) In terms of cassava production, the ISFM training intervention had a highly significant positive 
impact on the decision to engage or remain engaged in cassava cultivation. However, there are no 
further programme impacts: not on the amount of land allocated to cassava cultivation, nor on the 
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yields, total production, or amount sold. As expected, the cassava regression analyses do find 
significant negative effects of crop disease and a negative general time trend, reflecting the serious 
production problems for cassava growing farmers during the period covered by the analysis. No ISFM 
training intervention impacts are found for the other main crops cultivated by the farmers in our 
sample, and for these other crops no negative time trend is present. 


(3) The study does not find an ISFM training intervention impact on the cassava market price, the 
cassava production value or the total production value of crops produced by farmers. As a likely result, 
the analysis also does not find an impact on a set of household income measures, including total 
income, net total farm income, total other income and net profit per hectare (improved farm 
production and income was the main project goal). 


(4) The study does not find ISFM training intervention impacts in a large number of regression analyses 
using a variety of food security and nutrition indicators, with the exception of a significant treatment 
effect on the number of times that children under 15 years ate per day, with an effect size of close to 
0.5 meals per day. 


(5) There is no evidence that the specific CATALIST trainings have more impact than the generic 
trainings. However, given the small sample size this is to be expected. We find a somewhat stronger 
effect on ISFM techniques adoption in case the responsible for cassava in the household is female. 
Also, we find a positive effect of financial training on keeping track of expenditures, but not on the 
likelihood of obtaining credit. 


(6) For the subgroup of food insecure households, we find a slightly larger programme effect on the 
probability to grow cassava; and we find a significant negative treatment effect on women being 
(moderately) undernourished. We find some evidence of indirect effects of the ISFM trainings on non-
participants. Farmers that have heard of the programmes are more likely to use improved cuttings and 
grow cassava, but they (also) do not have higher yields or incomes. In further sub-group analysis we 
find evidence of positive impact on cassava sale prices for female headed households, especially when 
ISFM training is combined with business training (as in the CATALIST programme).  


Discussion of findings 


Evaluation focus, period: the evaluation was tasked to focus on cassava for the following reasons. 
Cassava represented a large share of programme beneficiaries and budget; cassava relevance for food 
security, particularly for poor and food insecure households; its relevance for women farmers; the 
difficulty of evaluating cassava using secondary information sources; and the fact that there is 
generally less research on cassava, compared to e.g. potatoes. 


It can however be argued that the period of two years covered by the data is not sufficient to find the 
full effect of an ISFM programme with a cassava focus. Cassava is typically harvested 14 months after 
planting. The full ISFM treatment assumes some activities before planting, e.g. soil preparation. 
Therefore, the full ISFM production cycle may well take 15-16 months. This means that a farmer in our 
study sample would have had to be trained in 2014 for the results of the training to be reflected in a 
harvest measured in our endline survey. However, the farmers might need a few harvests before they 
master the farming techniques as taught during the trainings to optimally benefit from the 
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programme. On the other hand, our data for farmers with early training (trained before 2014) suggest 
that application of ISFM techniques diminishes after participation ends so the net effect of measuring 
the impact later is not entirely clear. 


Given the many outcomes of interest (adoption, yield, land use, income, nutrition), many regression 
analyses have been performed for each step in the programme logic. In this sense, the data have been 
put to good use. The flipside of this is that it can be argued that if you run enough regressions you will 
always find a significant result. For this reason, we emphasize that, while we do find some significant 
results of program participation, these are found among a large number of insignificant results, often 
trying to capture the same mechanism. In this sense, our report findings may overstate rather than 
understate the programme impact.  


Context, shocks: there is no doubt that much of what the data analysis shows has been coloured by 
the widespread cassava disease problems since 2014. Even under these conditions, it is not impossible 
for a programme to improve outcomes for programme participants and for impact analysis to detect 
this, as the results have shown. All farmers are, on average, affected by the cassava diseases, but the 
programme has been shown to increase the use of improved varieties and reduce the probability of 
having a severely affected crop.1 Nevertheless, it is likely that the more dynamic treatment effects, 
including seeing farmers make risky investments in fertilizer and other inputs, were diminished by the 
generally depressed state of production and increased risk.  


Moreover, the demand-pull component of the programme was seriously hampered by the low level 
of demand from the Kinazi Cassava Plant. This plant represents a crucial part of the CATALIST 
programme logic, which centres on increasingly commercial cassava production. Without the KCP 
linkage, an important assumption of the programme is refuted.  


Project implementation: the ISFM training interventions are implemented using a training of trainers 
system. From bottom to top this system includes: at the lowest level the farmer leaders, who train 
farmers; farmer leaders are trained by team leaders at sector level; these are trained by advisors at 
district level; and these by central management in Kigali. On average trainees receive eight hours of 
training divided over four sessions, in a group of around 30 farmers. Furthermore they are exposed to 
the so-called demo plots where they can see the impact of ISFM technique adoption by observing the 
differences between a treated and an untreated plot. It is not impossible that the signal-to-noise ratio 
decreases from top to bottom along the training chain; moreover, the in-class training exposure is not 
very intensive. Moreover, we note that the implementation reach of the CATALIST-2 programme 
during the study period was limited (see remark above on sample).  


The cassava disease outbreak required an effective response from the ISFM training programmes. If 
the FFS would have supplied disease-free cassava cuttings to participating farmers on a large scale, the 
evaluation would likely have found a positive yield and production effect. In this sense, the 
implementers and the Rwanda Agricultural Board have not been able to adequately respond to the 
disease problems (that were known already in 2013). 


1 This can be compared with training programs for the unemployed during a recession: finding a job becomes 
more difficult for all job seekers in a downturn, but the program can still improve the job prospects of 
participants. 
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On the market-pull side of the project the lack of demand from the KCP has been mentioned. While 
KCP was a major player, CATALIST worked with other, smaller processing firms for local markets. So 
there were other marketing channels for the project, but apparently the intervention activities did not 
result in sufficient demand to improve value chain indicators, e.g. output prices. 


Project logic, design: the FFS/CATALIST-2 programme logic is ambitious. With the ambitious logic of 
programmes such as CATALIST, a lot of factors have to “click” for the interventions to produce the 
desired impacts on food production and farm income. We note that even when the goals are less 
ambitious, e.g. “just” improving yields, the scientific literature finds mixed impact for the FFS training 
intervention model (see more on this below). This is true even in the absence of major shocks like 
diseases or the non-emergence of an important market. With such shocks it becomes nearly 
impossible to successfully follow the programme logic. 


More generally, one can conclude that in high-risk production environments, high-leverage 
programmes with many “switches” in the programme logic are unlikely to produce the desired end-
result – in this case improved food production outcomes for the target population.  


Relation to impact literature: There is a scientific literature on the farmer field school intervention, 
the core of the CATALIST-2 programme logic. A systematic review of Farmer Field School impact studies 
(International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3ie), 2014) does find positive average impact on yields 
and net revenues. However, the majority of projects targeted better-off groups; while the best results 
were found for small-scale projects that focused on cash-crops and provided complementary inputs. 
There was no impact on non-participants and most of the effects were found in the short run. A noted 
difficulty was “.. identifying and training suitable facilitators on the scale necessary to move beyond 
pilot programmes.” More recently, a Campbell review by Stewart et al. (2015) finds - for a limited set 
of “high quality” studies - some positive effects of very specific innovation interventions, including 
introduction of orange-fleshed sweet potato, on food security, nutritional indicators and value of 
harvest. However, this review does not find any effects of FFS type training. 


 


Conclusions and recommendations 


EQ1: Composition and motivation of Dutch food security programme 


We conclude that EKN has been able to successfully align its own strategy to the national policy in 
order to ensure an added value for the national policy and contribute to the sustainability of the 
interventions. Because of the relatively recent food security focus of the EKN programme several of 
the projects in the portfolio analysis did not have a clearly defined food security objective even if they 
were grouped during implementation into the EKN food security programme. However, most projects 
employed interventions aimed at improved farming practices, job creation and/or capacity building 
that arguably improve food access and security.  


We recommend asking project implementers to define clear food security objectives at the start of 
each project in order to be able to better monitor the food security results and allow for steering the 
projects towards these objectives. 


19  







 


EQ2: Instruments and synergies in Dutch food security programme 


We find that in several projects EKN collaborates with other donors and GoR to achieve synergies. The 
EKN food security strategy is implemented via and operates at multiple levels: central government, 
district governments, semi-government institutions, cooperatives (farmer groups) and local 
population (food insecure people). We conclude that most projects do not target food insecure 
households directly but use intermediate beneficiaries to reach the food insecure. Creating trickle-
down effects using indirect targeting is common but it may result in “elite capture”, when, for 
example, a cooperative manager benefits but not the food insecure household that the intervention 
described as the intended beneficiary. Furthermore, we observed that projects targeting the GoR or 
intermediate institutions sometimes had difficulties to single out project effects and direct numbers 
of beneficiaries.  


We recommend that project assessments in BeMos state more clearly why and how food security 
results can be reached, what the target group is and how project interventions will affect food 
insecure households as the final beneficiaries. 


EQ3: Costs per beneficiary and cost per output 


Based on the EKN contribution to the portfolio 1,947,855 people can be counted as direct beneficiaries 
of the project interventions. The average cost per beneficiary is € 85. A comparison of average costs 
per beneficiary for the different EKN outputs shows that projects contributing to EKN outputs 1 
(improved infrastructure to produce, process, distribute and prepare food, 7 projects) and 2 
(strengthened capacity of government agencies, private sector and discussion for a, 10 projects) were 
less costly per beneficiary than the project under output 3 (better access to healthy food for very young 
children, 1 project). The direct costs per beneficiary of the CATALIST-2 cassava ISFM training amounted 
to € 33. 


EQ4: Effects of the programme on food security  


Conclusions on programme effects in the portfolio projects are hindered by lack of targeted monitoring 
data, as well as the usual problem of attribution. When asked whether or not outcomes required for 
making an impact on food security have materialized, project implementers often did not have any 
evidence to support a conclusion. Neither implementers nor EKN reported baseline measurements at 
outcome level at the start of the projects. The projects did not specifically report about project output 
in relation to the three food security outputs specified in EKN’s intervention logic. 


We recommend a more rigorous approach to monitoring of project outcomes, with baseline 
measurements before project support starts. We also recommend using a consistent format for all 
the projects and ask project implementers to report explicitly about project (food security) goals.   


Quantitative case study as part of EQ4: Cassava growing farmers have adopted a small number of 
ISFM farming practices as a result of the (CATALIST-2) ISFM training interventions, particularly chemical 
fertilizer for cassava and the use of improved cuttings for cassava cultivation. In terms of cassava 
production, the ISFM training interventions had a positive impact on the decision to engage or remain 
engaged in cassava cultivation. However, we find no impacts on other indicators. The Focus Group 
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Discussions (FGDs) provide a more positive narrative of the project impact than the quantitative 
evaluation. The FGD respondents report, a.o., increases in use of improved seeds; increases in land 
used for production; increases in production and income; and increases in the number of meals. 


Overall recommendations 


In the selection or design phases, EKN could have been more specific in defining the intended 
ultimate beneficiaries of each project. Especially in projects that are related to capacity building of 
GoR or cooperatives, the final users were staff members or farmers that were not directly food 
insecure. In these projects we have not found the intended trickle-down effect to the food insecure 
people. We recommend to clearly define in the BeMos of new projects how the direct beneficiaries 
of the project are supposed to reach the final beneficiaries in order to have a better insight in the 
impact of the projects. 


Furthermore, we noticed that important instruments to measure impact and monitor the progress 
of the project were not fully established. The step from the EKN outputs to the country outcome more 
food and nutrition security cannot be proved since monitoring data on outcome variables, such as 
income spent, are not available. The income of project beneficiaries may have increased, but it 
is not sure whether they have spent the extra money on buying food or buying land to produce 
more food or on other things such as clothing, education, health insurance or transport, as we have 
seen in some projects. Many projects lacked a baseline study, which made the starting point unclear. 
Also, in the mid- term reviews and annual reports external consultants were not asked to report 
about food security and the way the projects contribute to it.  


On top of that, some project implementers did not even know their projects were part of the 
food security programme. It is advisable that EKN requires project implementers to conduct a 
baseline study at the start of the project, focused on the situation of the intended beneficiaries. 
EKN should also inform the project implementers about the EKN policy related to the project and ask 
the project implementers to report back on how the project contributes to the EKN objectives, in 
this case food security. In addition, monitoring and evaluation would be more accessible if the 
projects were using the same format to collect output and outcome information, direct and indirect 
beneficiaries and/or financial information about the project. 


Finally, sustainability remains an important point of attention in the projects. Except for projects 
that revolved around training or capacity building, the sustainability of the results achieved will 
depend on whether continued funding will be made available to maintain the capital investment of 
the projects (e.g. roads, electricity infrastructure). For the farmer field school projects studied, the 
evidence suggests that uptake of improved cassava varieties and yields dropped sharply in the two 
years after participating in the trainings. However, it is hard to filter out the negative impact of the 
cassava disease outbreaks during this period.  


In some projects (e.g. Land Tenure Regularization), continued funding has thus far not been 
committed by either EKN or GoR, which creates a significant risk that the results will not be 
sustained. On the other hand, there is a valid question how much longer EKN will have to 
support certain projects. Some projects already had one or more follow-up projects (e.g. EARP, 
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PAREF or Infrastructure investments) and at a certain point the strengthened capacity should be 
sufficient for the GoR or project implementers to continue their efforts without external support. We 
recommend to give more attention to sustainability in developing new EKN projects and require firm 
commitments from project implementers and GoR to get sufficient comfort that sustainability will 
be assured. 


Ultimately, the success of an intervention depends on the strength of the behavioural responses of 
agents in the theory of change. The project design and selection stage is therefore crucial. If the 
mechanisms and assumptions in the underlying theory do not function as intended the project will not 
reach its goals, even with perfect alignment between funder and implementer goals, a well-established 
monitoring and evaluation framework and in the absence of external shocks.  


Research literature may help guide project selection. For example, on inspection many of the Farmer 
Field School success factors mentioned in the systematic review on FFS interventions (International 
Initiative for Impact Evaluation, 2014) are missing for the Rwandan programme (CATALIST-2). Cassava 
is not a cash crop, while the geographic coverage of the combined training programmes is quite large. 
There is little evidence of complementary inputs provided by the project. If such knowledge could be 
used at the project selection stage, or even in recommendations for design, resources could be 
channelled to projects that include the most effective mechanisms and that prevent known pitfalls.  
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1. Introduction 
 


This report contains the results of the impact evaluation of the Dutch food security policy in Rwanda. 
This impact evaluation is part of a broader policy review of the Dutch food security policy, managed by 
the Policy and Operations Evaluation Department (IOB) of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) of the 
Government of the Netherlands. 


There are four country impact evaluations in total, among which Rwanda, Uganda, Ethiopia and 
Bangladesh. IOB has awarded the assignment for the evaluation of the food security country programme 
in Rwanda to a consortium of the Amsterdam Institute for International Development (AIID) and 
PricewaterhouseCoopers Advisory N.V. (PwC). We acknowledge the support provided by the University 
of Rwanda and PwC Rwanda in implementing the evaluation. We also wish to thank the staff of IOB, the 
Dutch Embassy in Kigali and all project implementers for making themselves available to provide input 
for the evaluation. 


The Dutch development cooperation policy focuses on 15 partner countries that are divided in three 
types of cooperation: aid relationships, transitional relationships and trade relationships. The food security 
policy in The Netherlands has undergone a shift from a single focus on development aid to more attention 
for the combination of aid and international trade. This also shows in the food security policy as attention 
is not only paid to core elements of food security like nutrition and food quality, but also to dimensions 
of trade in searching for added value of Dutch organizations and companies to the needs of partner 
countries. Rwanda is part of the aid relationships. This means that the Netherlands is assisting Rwanda 
in fighting poverty. 


Food security is one of the four priorities of the Dutch policy for development cooperation and was 
implemented as such in 2011. This coincides with a global trend to focus on the increase of food 
availability as well as its quality. The budget available for improving food security in developing countries 
has been increased by The Netherlands from € 160 million in 2011 up to € 435 million in 2015. 


In Annex XV we have included more information about the Dutch food security policy (centrally) and the 
way it is implemented by the Embassy of the Kingdom of the Netherlands (EKN) for Rwanda in Kigali 
decentrally through the Multi annual strategic plans (MASPs). 


 


1.1 Scope of the evaluation 


A part of the food security policy is implemented centrally (i.e. by the MFA in The Hague) through 
programmes such as ORIO, FDOV and MFS; they are outside the scope of this baseline report. This 
report focusses solely on the evaluation of the decentralized implementation of the food security policy 
in Rwanda: projects that are financed directly by the Embassy of the Kingdom of the Netherlands (EKN) 
in Kigali. 


The food security portfolio of the Dutch embassy in Kigali contains 15 decentrally managed projects. The 
projects in the portfolio including project number, project name and the implementing organisation, are 
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listed in the Table 3-1 and Annex I of this report. In Annex IX a detailed description is given of the several 
projects with their objectives, outputs and outcomes. 


The evaluation has been conducted for 14 projects in the portfolio (excluding the EKN Front Office Fund) 
in addition to a case study evaluation on project-level of CATALIST-2. The evaluation period focuses on 
the years 2012-2015. Survey data collection for the evaluation was conducted in Rwanda in February-
March 2014 (baseline) and February-March 2016 (end line). During the end line field visit we carried out: 


D. the portfolio evaluation of 14 projects for a ‘light’ assessment; 


E. the in-depth qualitative evaluation of 3 projects2 


F. the in-depth quantitative and qualitative evaluation of CATALIST-2. 
 


The evaluation questions as set up in the Terms of Reference (2013, IOB) were as followed and form the 
basis for the end line data collection and analysis: 


1. What is the composition and motivation for the Dutch food security country (Rwanda) 
programme 2012-2015? 


2. What instruments are used and what is the synergy in tackling food security? 


3. How does the expenditure relate to the number of directly and indirectly targeted beneficiaries 
and to the expected food security effect per beneficiary? 


4. What are the effects of the Dutch country programme on food security? 
 


At the beginning of this study the evaluation period 2012-2015 was covered by the Dutch food security 
policy letter 2011 of the ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Multi Annual Strategic Plan (MASP) 2012- 
2015 of EKN. However, when a new policy letter on food security was published by the Dutch ministry of 
Foreign Affairs on 18 November 2014, the focus had slightly shifted (see annex XV). In the meantime, 
EKN also drew up a new MASP, covering the period 2014-2017. 


With the above mentioned developments, IOB has asked the evaluation team to also take into 
consideration the highlights of the new food security policy and the new MASP (Annex XV) as reference 
points for this evaluation. 


As a result of the new policy letter, IOB included additional sub-questions to this evaluation, which will be 
presented in Section 3.1. In addition, IOB requested the evaluation teams of all country evaluations to 
present a number of impact pathway hypotheses and approach hypotheses. The hypotheses of the Rwanda 
evaluation are presented in Section 3.1 as well. 


2 Local Demand Driven Investments projects through RLDSF – Local Development Agency (‘LODA’) - 24371/ 25542; 
Consolidation of Marshland Development – 25059; and, Access to Food For Young Children - 25457. 
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1.2 Structure of the report 


Background information on food security in Rwanda and the national policy of its government are 
presented in Chapter 2 of this report. 


Chapter 3 describes the project portfolio evaluation and presents our main findings. It addresses the 
four evaluation questions and includes: first, the composition and motivation of the Dutch food 
security programme 2012-2015; second, the instruments, coherence and synergy in the Dutch food 
security programme; third, the costs and efficiency of the programme; and finally, the effectiveness of 
the programme. 


The evaluation also zooms in on the effects of a selected case study of the food security project. In the 
Rwanda evaluation CATALIST-2 has been selected by IOB for a quantitative project-level impact 
evaluation case. CATALIST-2 is a broad agricultural intensification programme, and is discussed in detail 
in Chapter 4 of this report. We note here that CATALIST-2 is not part of the food security country 
programme of EKN Kigali that is covered in Chapter 2. CATALIST-2 is financed in the context of a regional 
cooperation of the Netherlands Embassies in the Great Lakes Region (Eastern DRC, Burundi, Rwanda and 
Uganda). This report only covers the Rwandan part of CATALIST-2, which is co-financed by the Swiss 
government. 


Chapter 4 provides a detailed quantitative case study of the CATALIST-2 programme, examining the 
effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and unplanned, positive or negative effects. Further details of the 
methodology and survey outcomes are presented in a number of Annexes. Finally, in Chapter 5 of this 
report we provide our conclusions on the overall end line study, answering the research questions that 
were formulated together with IOB and testing the hypothesis. This report also has a number of Annexes. 
They contain the following information: 


I. Project Portfolio 


II. Approach for conducting the programme evaluation (Analysis plan) 


III. Results questionnaire for self-evaluation by project implementers 


IV. Disaggregated household survey results CATALIST-2 


V. Overview interviews and focus group discussions 


VI. Project linkage to food security objectives 


VII. Project level interview questions 


VIII. Project level focus group discussion questions and questionnaires for participants 


IX. Project level end line assessment 


X. Project level food security effects 


XI. Project level objectives linked to outcomes 
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XII. Results focus group discussions 


XIII. Other programme donors in Rwanda 


XIV. Sampled locations 


XV. Dutch food security policy 


XVI. Detailed design focus group discussions 


XVII. Evaluation questions impact evaluation Rwanda 


XVIII. Summary results of quantitative case study 


XIX. Summary list of all outputs and outcomes estimated 
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2. Background: food security situation of Rwanda 
 
2.1 Introduction 


This chapter first describes the country context of Rwanda (2.1.1) and provides a definition of food 
security (2.1.2). Secondly, the food insecurity level (including characteristics and causes) in Rwanda is 
discussed. Section 2.3 addresses the Rwandan national policy with regard to food security and describes 
national trends. The information in this chapter will help to answer the first set of evaluation questions 
formulated by IOB in relation to the country context: 


1. Where and who are the food insecure people? 


2. What are the food insecurity characteristics (national food availability, household food access, food 
utilisation, stability in access) and underlying causes? 


3. What is the national policy and programme? 


4. What are the programmes of the main other donors in the country? 


5. What are the trends of food insecurity over the period 2012-2015? 
 
2.1.1 Country Context 


The Republic of Rwanda is a landlocked, mountainous country with a total surface area of 26,338 km2 


located in Central East Africa3. Rwanda is bordered by Uganda to the North, the Democratic Republic of 
the Congo to the West, Burundi to the South and Tanzania to the East. Kigali is the capital city of 
Rwanda. Rwanda is a low-income, food-deficit and less developed country, ranking 163 out of 188 
countries based on the Human Development Index (from rank 151 in 2014)4. However, Rwanda has seen 
continued economic growth and progress in social development in a number of areas. Life expectancy at 
birth has increased by 18.7 years between 1980 and 2015 to 66.7 years5. This is at a relatively high 
level compared to countries with a similar Human Development Index (HDI), but low compared to 
more developed countries. Moreover, Rwanda has reached most of the Millennium Development goals 
(MDGs), and was particularly performing well in the areas of poverty reduction, health and education. 


However, Rwanda is still exposed to challenges. One of the main development challenges Rwanda 
currently faces is population growth and density. The annual population growth of 2.6 percent 
(measured between 2002 and 2012) is among the highest of Africa and population growth for 2016 is 
estimated at 2.53 percent6. Rwanda has the highest population density of the East African region (493 
inhabitants per square kilometre in 20167), and the urban population is now even growing faster than the 


3 CIA World Factbook, https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/rw.html 
4 UNDP, 2015. Rwanda 2014 National Human Development Report and UNDP, 2016. HDR 2015 data on Rwanda, 
http://hdr.undp.org/en/countries/profiles/RWA  
5 World Bank World Health Rankings, http://www.worldlifeexpectancy.com/rwanda-life-expectancy. Note that the 
National Institute of Statistics of Rwanda reports a life expectancy at birth of 66.1 years for 2015, 
http://www.statistics.gov.rw/publication/life-expectancy-birth 
6 CIA World Factbook, Ibidem 
7 CIA World Factbook, Ibidem 
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rural population. At the same time, agriculture accounts for more than 90 percent of the labour force, 
but remains unproductive and on a subsistence level; in 2015 only 34.6 percent of GDP came from the 
agricultural sector8. Distribution of arable land is diminishing due to high birth rates resulting in intense 
exploitation of the land, without corrective measures. This leads to a decline in land productivity and 
environmental degradation. As it will be difficult to sustain this population growth without sufficient 
growth in food production, food security remains a problem in Rwanda. Therefore, food security and 
nutrition are recognized as essential to the overall development of the country. 


 
2.1.2 Food Security 


Food security is still a global priority and concern, especially in the developing regions. In 1996 the 
World Food Summit defined food security as prevailing “when all people at all times have access to 
sufficient, safe, nutritious food to maintain a healthy and active life”. In addition, the World Health 
Organization (WHO) currently defines the concept of food security as “including both physical and 
economic access to food that meets people's dietary needs as well as their food preferences”. The WHO 
also states that in many countries, health problems related to dietary excess are an ever increasing 
threat and that malnutrition and foodborne diarrhoea have in fact become a double burden9. 


According to the World Food Program food security is built on three pillars: 


• “Food availability: sufficient quantities of food available on a consistent basis. 


• Food access: having sufficient resources to obtain appropriate foods for a nutritious diet. 


• Food use: appropriate use based on knowledge of basic nutrition and care, as well as adequate 
water and sanitation.”10 


In this study we focus mainly on the first two pillars. This will be addressed in Chapter 3 when assessing 
the effectiveness of the EKN food security policy. In the evaluation of the CATALIST-2 project (Chapter 4) 
we also investigate food use. 


The World Food Programme (WFP) further classifies food security in four different levels. Since 2009 the 
WFP publishes every three years the ‘Comprehensive food security and vulnerability analysis (CFSVA)’. 
During this impact evaluation we were able to compare the CFSVA reports of 2012 and 2015 for the 
situation in Rwanda. The CFSVA is developed based on WFP standards11. Households are classified into 
four descriptive groups of food security: food secure, marginally food secure, moderately food insecure 
and severely food insecure (CFSVA, 2015). Figure 2-1 below explains the differences between the 
categories. 


 


 


8 CIA World Factbook, Ibidem 
9 http://www.who.int/trade/glossary/story028/en 
10 World Food Program, https://www.wfp.org/node/359289 
11 https://www.wfp.org/food-security/assessments/comprehensive-food-security-vulnerability-analysis 
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Figure 2-1: Description food security categories of the food security index. Source: CFSVA, 2015 


 


In the CFSVA 2012 report frequency of food intake and dietary diversity were combined. It was specified 
that the food secure households “…have sufficient diversity and potential for adequate nutrient intake 
through regular consumption of foods with nutrient density and quality.” Moderately food insecure 
households “have a starches and vegetable based diet, with vegetable protein intake around four days a 
week”. The extremely food insecure “consume starches (cereals, roots and tubers) five days a week, 
vegetables twice and pulses one day a week. Oil is consumed once a week on average and the rest of 
the food groups (especially animal protein) are barely consumed.” 


‘Progress towards food security and nutrition targets requires that food is available, accessible and of 
sufficient quantity and quality to ensure good nutritional outcomes’ (FAO, IFAD, and WFP, 2015: 26). 
Donor programmes focus on several factors to contribute to food security. According to FAO (2015, 
2015: 26), inclusive economic growth, agricultural production growth, markets (including international 
trade) and social protection are the main drivers for change. Programmes directed towards increasing 
productivity and income of (rural) small family farmers enable an increase in food security and inclusive 
economic growth (growth that promotes equitable access to food, assets and resources, particularly for 
poor people and women). 


In Sub-Saharan Africa, agricultural growth can be 11 times more effective to reducing poverty compared 
with growth in non-agricultural sectors (FAO, IFAD, and WFP, 2015: 28). However, to improve the 
productivity of agricultural resources the focus must lie on sustainable intensification, such as 
sustainable land management, soil conservation, improved seed varieties and fertilizer use, water 
management and agroforestry. Moreover, policies that affect import or export markets influence the 
ability of the poor population to access food through determining prices, wages and incomes. In addition, 
“social protection directly contributes to the reduction of poverty, hunger and malnutrition by promoting 
income security and access to better nutrition, health care and education” (FAO, IFAD, and WFP, 2015: 
4). Although agriculture is seen as key to reducing poverty and hunger, public works programmes and 
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(technical or agricultural) trainings can also contribute to increasing income and indirectly to food 
security. Overall, instruments used to contribute to food security include: weather- indexed insurance, 
public works programmes, emergency food aid, granting loans, cash-for-work programmes, agricultural 
subsidies, and professional trainings.12 


In this evaluation we find a number of projects in the EKN portfolio that are related to the above 
mentioned instruments and contribute directly or indirectly to food security as we will show in chapter 
3. 


 
2.2 Food Insecurity Characteristics and Underlying Causes 
2.2.1 Characteristics of food insecure households 


Where and who are the food insecure people? 


The Ministry of Agriculture of Rwanda, together with the National Institute of Statistics of Rwanda and 
the World Food Programme, has published the Comprehensive food security and vulnerability analysis 
(CFSVA) every three years since 2009. From 2009 to 2015, food security in Rwanda has increased from 
78,5 to 80 percent, indicating a slow increase of around 1 percent per three years (CSFVA, 2009, 2012 
and 2015). The percentage of severe food insecure has decreased from 4 percent of all households in 
2009 to 3 percent in 2015. 


The CFSVA (2015) mentions that 80 percent of all households in Rwanda are food secure (1,963,975 
households); their food and non-food needs are met without engaging in atypical coping strategies, they 
have an acceptable diet and use a low share of their budget to cover food needs. However, 50 percent 
of the households considered food secure, are at high risk of becoming food insecure (979,045 
households), being marginally food secure. These households have an acceptable diet but use a high 
share (50-65%) of their budget to cover food needs. In total, 20 percent of all households in Rwanda 
(473,847 households) are food insecure.  


The population of Rwanda is still largely rural, with 83% living in rural areas. The total arable land is 
about 1.4 million hectares, which is 52 % of the total surface area of the country. Agriculture is the main 
source of income for the population of Rwanda. The level of food insecurity is the highest in the 
Western and Northern parts of the country (see Figure 2-2). 


12 Devereux, S. (2015). Social protection for enhanced food security in Sub-Saharan Africa. Food Policy 60 (2016), 
52-62. 
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Figure 2-2: Food insecurity by livelihood zones in Rwanda. Source: CFSVA, 2015 


 
 


The average share of total household budget spent on food is the highest for the food insecure (the 
poorest groups). This percentage is the highest for the Southern, Western and Northern provinces (see 
Figure 2-3). 


 


 
Figure 2-3: Average share of total household budget spent on food, by province. Source: CFSVA, 2015 
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Food insecure households are typically poor rural households with few adult household members, who 
are dependent on daily agricultural labour, agriculture or external support for their livelihoods. Food 
insecure households tend to have less livestock, less agricultural land, lower food stocks, grow fewer 
crops, are less likely to have a vegetable garden, and consume more of their own production at home. 
The most common livelihood type in Rwanda is low-income agriculture, underlining the importance of 
agricultural production for household food security. As shown in Figure 2-4, food secure households are 
more likely to live in urban areas and to be engaged in skilled labour, salaried work, or own their own 
business. 


 


 
Figure 2-4: Percentage of households by food security status. Source: CFSVA, 2015 


Furthermore, gender, marital status and education level of the household head are also associated with 
the food security status of the household. Female-headed households (27 percent of all households) are 
more likely to be food insecure than those headed by men13. This can be explained by several factors: 
these female household heads are often widows; and women tend to be less educated and are more 
often engaged in agricultural production than in non-agricultural labour, contrary to men. This implies 
that female-headed households typically engage in the lowest paid work, which lowers their changes 
of being food secure. At least 29 percent of households in the low-income agriculture, agricultural labour 
and trade/petty trade livelihood groupings are represented by women. In more than a quarter of 
households involved in agricultural production only women or women and children are engaged (this is 
either the woman head of household or the spouse of a male household head). 


 
 
 
 
 


13 69 percent of households headed by women are food secure, compared to 79 percent of households headed by 
men. 
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To conclude, The WFP determines the following household characteristics that increase the risk of food 
insecurity: 


 


Households headed by women Low amount of livestock 


Households headed by isolated (widowed, 
separated, divorced) people Low-incomes 


Households headed by an elderly person  
(over 65) Less educated and less literate heads 


Number of members in a household Exposure to shocks: drought, illness, accidents 


Smaller land size 
Further distance from the main road and 


market 


Low crop diversity  
 
2.2.2 Women and child malnutrition 


The nutritional value of food consumed by food insecure households remains a concern, especially 
regarding the consumption of protein rich food and food containing iron. Child malnutrition rates are 
generally higher in rural areas. As the Western region is the most food insecure, the percentage of 
stunted children in this region is the highest (46 percent in 2015)14. However, the nutritional status of 
children under five years has improved between 2012 and 2015: stunting rates in Rwanda decreased from 
43 percent to 37 percent. At first glance, this seems at odds with the earlier statistics reported on food 
insecurity by the CFSVA 2015, namely 20% moderately to severely food insecure. Apparently, stunting 
also occurs in households that are marginally food insecure by the CFSVA definitions. Variables that explain 
child stunting are for example the location of the household (urban/rural), distance to the hospital, a child’s 
gender and size at birth, the mother’s age, level of education and nutrition status, a household’s wealth, 
and the child’s food consumption (CFSVA, 2015). This underscores the importance of the nutritional status 
and health of the mother. Findings show that 3 percent of non-pregnant women of reproductive age are 
stunted, 27 percent are overweight and 5 percent are wasted15. According to the 2015 Demographic and 
Health Survey (DHS), 19 percent of all women between 15 and 49 years are suffering from anaemia due 
to poor diets with low iron intake. In 2015, the prevalence of wasting (children under five years) was 1.7 
percent and underweight (weight for age) 8 percent. Furthermore, water and sanitation conditions are 
associated with malnutrition; if they are poor, the child has a higher chance of suffering from diarrhoea 
which in turn increases the chances of the child being stunted. In general, children’s diets are poor; only 
15 percent of children between 6 and 23 months meet the requirements for a minimum acceptable diet. 


14 UNICEF has defined “stunting” as measuring “below minus two standard deviations from median height for age of 
reference population”. https://www.unicef.org/infobycountry/stats_popup2.html 
15 UNICEF has defined “wasting” as weighing “below minus two standard deviations from median weight for height of 
reference population”. https://www.unicef.org/infobycountry/stats_popup2.html 
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2.2.3 Food insecurity characteristics and underlying causes 
What are the food insecurity characteristics (national food availability, household food access, food 
utilisation, stability in access) and underlying causes? 


 
 National food availability 


 


With regards to national food availability, more is gradually being achieved in terms of addressing issues 
related to markets and trade (CFSVA, 2015: 20). However, several constraints remain, such as post- 
harvest losses, physical access, storage facilities, handling perishable commodities and unpredictable 
non-tariff barriers. Overall, Rwanda has a negative trade balance and cereals are the main food 
commodity imported in Rwanda, while pulses, roots and tubers are more commonly exported. However, 
food availability in Rwanda is mainly dependent on domestic agricultural production. 


Agriculture is of critical importance to the Rwandan economy. According to the latest household survey 
(EICV, 2013-14) 87 percent of households in Rwanda are engaged in some sort of crop or livestock 
production activity. Close to 70 percent of working adults are usually employed in agriculture and 
agriculture makes up around a third of gross domestic product. 


Rwandan agriculture is almost exclusively rain fed, with a fertile soil which typically allows for two 
harvests a year (season A and season B) and a third minor season related to households that cultivate in 
marshland areas during the drier season (season C) (CFSVA, 2015): 


- Agricultural Season A: starts in September and ends in February of the following calendar year, 
with the main harvest in December to February 


- Agricultural Season B: starts in March and ends in July of the same calendar year with main 
harvest in June-July 


- Agricultural Season C: starts in August and ends in September of the same calendar year with 
the harvest taking place in September 


Beans are the most important crops cultivated by Rwandan farmers (by 88% of all households cultivating 
any land), followed by maize (49%), sweet potato (45%), cassava (28%), Irish potatoes (17%), sorghum 
(17%) and bananas (12%). On average, households grow 3 crops. Since 2012, these numbers slightly 
changed. The most outstanding drops are in cassava (40% of all households cultivated this in 2012) and 
banana (28% in 2012). These drops are also reflected in the trend in production volumes. Since 2013, 
production volumes exhibit a downward trend during the two main seasons A and B for roots and tubers 
(-7.4% in aggregate production between Season A 2013 and Season A 2015) and bananas (-19.1% during 
the same period). A large influence on the drop in cassava production has been an increase in cassava 
diseases. More details about this are discussed in Chapter 4. Cereal production shows an increasing 
trend and legumes and pulses were maintained at relatively stable levels. 


Despite having the greatest potential to address food security and poverty in Rwanda, the agricultural 
sector needs improvement, for example, by increasing crop yields, using more innovative agricultural 
practices (instead of traditional manual practices) and using irrigation systems. Productivity increases in 
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agriculture are regarded as an important way to increase economic growth and reducing poverty. Such 
increases are sought via a range of programmes (including some programmes evaluated in this report; 
see also Section 2.3); for example via the GoR Crop Intensification Programme (CIP), which includes land 
use consolidation, improved seed and fertilizer and access to extension services, with the aim to improve 
cultivation practices. According to the EICV household surveys, the national percentage of farm 
households participating in a crop Intensification Programme (with interventions comparable to some of 
those offered by CATALIST-2) grew from 21.1 percent in 2010-11 to 29.4 percent in 2013-14. 


 
 Household food access 


 


In 2015, food was deemed generally available in markets and infrastructure sufficient to move food 
across the country and between countries in the region. However, physical and economic access can still 
be a constraint to food security. Households in villages that are better connected to markets are more 
likely to be food secure, as can be seen in Figure 2-5. Even when urban and rural households are 
analysed separately, this relationship between households’ food security and nutrition status and 
remoteness is evident. 


 


 
Figure 2-5: Distance to market by food security status. Source: CFSVA, 2015 


 
 Stability in access 


 


Half of all households have reported food access problems, which are most often seasonal difficulties in 
accessing food, as can been seen in Figure 2-6. Additionally, 27 percent of all households has 
experienced one or more shocks in 2015, mainly weather related, that affected their ability to access 
food. As Rwanda is an agriculture-based economy, natural disasters that destroy crops and infrastructure 
can have a profound negative impact on food availability and food access. Only 7 percent of farmers 
irrigate part of their land, keeping the production vulnerable to rainfall variability. In general, the two 
most common shocks experienced by households were drought/irregular rains and serious illness or 
accident of a household member (CSFVA, 2015: 82). 
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Figure 2-6: Type of food access issues. Source: CFSVA, 2015 


Another factor threatening food security is the increase in global and national food prices. For 
households mainly engaged in agricultural labour, their income in relation to food prices has a significant 
impact on their ability to access food. The food access issue is exacerbated by the fact that seasonal 
market prices often increase at the same time household food stocks are depleted. 


However, as can be seen from Figure 2-7, Figure 2-8 and Figure 2-9, not only Gross National Income 
(GNI) per capita but commodity prices are increasing as well in Rwanda. 


The increase in income might partly compensate for the increase in prices. Although domestic food 
prices (see Figure 2-9) also seem to have increased, this is only an increase of <10% (from 8 in 2006 to 
8,7 in 2014). On average, the Rwandese population benefits from an improved income of 45% 
(US$437,421 in 2014 / US$302,517 in 2006 x 100% = 45%). Yet, this does not take into account differences 
in income between rural and urban areas. In general, rural households use a larger share of their income 
to buy food16. If the income of rural populations has increased as well, this would be a positive 
development in terms of improved ability to purchase food. However, this is uncertain, as is the answer 
to the question whether people use this increase in income to purchase more and better quality food. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


16 On average, 64% of the total household budget is spent on food in Rwanda. Food insecure people use a higher 
share of their income on food, more than 65%. 


36  


                                                           







 


 


 
Figure 2-7: Gross National Income per Capita Rwanda (World Development Indicators, 2015) 


 


The average (median) per capita annual expenditure is 219,527 RWF (US$ 40217), but with large variations 
across households (CFSVA, 2015: 48). 
 
 


 
Figure 2-8: Consumer price index Rwanda (World Development Indicators, 2015) 


  
 
 


17 Calculation based on the average US$ rate over 2005 (219,527 RWF/ 546 RWF per US$). 
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Figure 2-9: Domestic food price level in Rwanda (FAOSTAT, 2013) 


 
 Food utilisation 


On average, 73 percent of crops cultivated by households is used for household consumption and 19 
percent is sold (CFSVA, 2015). The Food Consumption Score (FCS) is a food security indicator combining diet 
diversity, frequency of consumption (the number of days each food group is consumed), and the relative 
nutritional importance of different food groups. 74 percent of households in Rwanda have an acceptable 
FCS, while 19 percent a borderline FCS and seven percent poor FCS. The Western province has the highest 
amount of poor consumption (14 percent). Figure 2-10 illustrates the difference in food intake per threshold 
by the average number of days during a week food items were consumed. Linking food consumption to 
food security, households with the poorest consumption and lowest dietary diversity (four food groups or 
lower) belong to the food insecure group. Consequently, food insecure households have nutrient-low 
diets and are at high risk of suffering deficiencies and health problems. 


 
 


 
Figure 2-10: Average number of days during a week food items were consumed (CFSVA, 2015)
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2.2.4 Food insecurity trends 2012 – 2015 
What are the trends of food insecurity over the period 2012-2015? 
 


According to FAO18 (2015), the prevalence of undernourishment in 2014-2016 will decline to just one in 9 or 
10.9 percent of the world population (compared to 14.9 percent in 2000-2002). The estimated reduction of 
prevalence in undernourishment in developing regions is one percentage point above the desired MDG target 
of 2015. Yet, progress is uneven amongst the regions in the world. Compared to Latin America and Eastern 
Asia, progress in Sub-Saharan Africa remains slow and is worrisome. The number of undernourished continues 
to be the highest in the East African region. Rwanda is expected to reach the goal of reducing by half the 
number of people who suffer from hunger by 2020 (FAO, 2015: 12). Figure 2-11 below shows Rwanda’s 
progress towards reducing undernourishment. From 2010-2012 to 2014-2016 the proportion of 
undernourished in the total population of Rwanda declined from 35.4 percent to 31.6 percent. 
 


 
Figure 2-11: Undernourishment in Rwanda (FAO, IFAD and WFP, 2015: 44) 


 


The United Nations have predicted that the world population will grow to 9.7 billion people in 2050 and even 
further after that date (United Nations, 2015). Most growth will take place in developing countries, especially 
in Sub-Saharan Africa. With an annual population growth of 2.53 percent, Rwanda has one of the fastest 
growing populations in Africa and, therefore, faces a serious challenge to its food security.  


Especially in East Africa, including Rwanda, El Nino related droughts contribute to food insecurity and 
malnutrition19. On the other hand, above-normal rainfall related to El Nino, such as in Rwanda October- 
December 2015, may have a favourable impact on production. 


In 2015, one in four children around the world was estimated to be affected by stunting and one in 
seven was underweight (WHO, 201620: 73). However, improvements have been made. The prevalence of 
underweight among children under five years declined from 25% to 14% between 1990 and 2015. Since 
reducing malnutrition is essential to improving health, including that of women and children, the SDGs 


18 FAO, IFAD and WFP. (2015). The State of Food Insecurity in the World 2015. 
19 WFP VAM. (March 2016). Global Food Security Update. Retrieved from: 
http://vam.wfp.org/sites/global_update/March_2016/Index.htm 
20 WHO. (2015). Health in 2015: From MDGs to SDGs. Retrieved from: http://www.who.int/gho/publications/mdgs-sdgs/en/ 
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continue the efforts made under the MDGs to eradicate malnutrition (Target 2.2). The SDGs explicitly state 
a new emphasis on youth as a vulnerable population. The high level of stunting amongst children is the key 
concern related to nutrition in Rwanda21. Despite the reduction of the level of stunting in the last three 
years, from 43 percent in 2012 to 37 percent in 2015, the level is still considered ‘serious’ and lags behind 
the MDG target of 24.5 percent by 2015. 


Additionally, migration is another global trend that affects food security. Increasing refugee levels puts 
pressure on already vulnerable countries, such as on Rwanda’s food security. Due to protracted conflicts, 
political instability and a lack of opportunities for work, the number of displaced persons globally has 
risen to the highest level since the second world war. Over 11 million people are displaced in the region, of 
whom 2.8 million are refugees (WFP VAM, 2016). According to UNHCR, a significant number of refugees 
from Burundi (about 75,700 in March 2016) are hosted in Mahama and Kigali camps, who require 
further humanitarian assistance to guarantee their food security22. 
 
2.3 National policy and programme related to food security 
 
What is the national policy and programme? 
 


The national food security policy and programmes are described on the next pages. At the end of this section, 
the programmes are summarised in Table 2-1. 
 


2.3.1 VISION 2020 
 


VISION 2020, introduced in 2000, is the overarching policy document underpinning all other policy 
documents in Rwanda. With VISION 2020 the Government of Rwanda seeks to fundamentally transform 
Rwanda into a middle-income country by the year 2020. Main goals are to increase annual per capita 
income from US$ 290 to US$ 900, decrease the poverty rate from 64 percent to 30 percent and increase 
average life expectancy from 48 to 55 years23. VISION 2020 is based on six pillars: good governance and a 
capable state, human resource development and a knowledge-based economy, a private sector-led 
economy, infrastructure development, productive and market-oriented agriculture, regional and 
international economic integration. Cross-cutting areas are gender equality, protection of the environment 
and sustainable natural resource management, and science and technology.24 


 
2.3.2 Economic Development and Poverty Reduction Strategies (EDPRS I and II) 


Rwanda’s Economic Development and Poverty Reduction Strategy is currently in its second phase. EDPRS 
II aims to implement Rwanda’s Vision 2020, ensuring that the country achieves middle-income status by 


21 Government of Rwanda. (2016). Comprehensive Food Security and Vulnerability Analysis. March 2016 
22 FAO. (2016, 27 April). GIEWS Country Briefs. Rwanda. Accessed on: 
http://www.fao.org/giews/countrybrief/country.jsp?code=RWA&lang=enf 
23 Note that life expectancy at birth already stood at 66.7 years in 2015, according to the World Bank (cf. section 2.2.1). This 
goal of the VISION 2020 therefore seems to have been caught up with some time ago. 
24 Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning of the Republic of Rwanda. RWANDA VISION 2020, 2000. Retrieved from  
http://www.sida.se/globalassets/global/countries-and-regions/africa/rwanda/d402331a.pdf  on  05-05-2016.  
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2020.25 The overarching goal of EDPRS II is the following: “Accelerating progress to middle income status 
and better quality of life for all Rwandans through sustained average GDP growth of 11.5 percent and 
accelerated reduction of poverty to less than 30 percent of the population” (Ministry of Finance and 
Economic Planning of the Republic of Rwanda26, 2013: 1). The following objectives are set: rapid economic 
growth to middle income status, increased poverty reduction, more off-farm jobs and more urbanization, 
reduced external dependency, and private sector as engine of growth. Four thematic areas are designed to 
address these objectives: economic transformation, rural development, productivity and youth 
employment, and accountable governance (Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning of the Republic of 
Rwanda, 2013). EDPRS II recognizes the food consumption scores reported in the Comprehensive Food 
Security and Vulnerability Analysis and Nutrition Survey 2012 by the World Food Programme and the 
high levels of stunting reporting in the 2014/2015 Health and Demographic Survey and therefore highlights 
food security and reduced malnutrition as key long-term strategic priorities. EDPRS II proposes community-
based nutrition programmes and country-wide campaigns to reduce the rates of chronic malnutrition and 
to stabilize rural incomes (Ministry of Agriculture of Rwanda, National Institute of Statistics of Rwanda, and 
the World Food Programme, 2016: 9). 
 
2.3.3 Third Health Sector Strategic Plan 2012-2018 (HSSP III) 
 


The Third Health Sector Strategic Plan 2012-2018 provides strategic guidance to health, in correspondence 
with national and international policies and commitments (Ministry of Health, 201227). Food security is 
included in priority number 1, as well as child and maternal healthcare, and disease control. The HSSP III 
has set targets for reducing the prevalence of underweight children below five from 11 to 4 percent and 
prevalence of stunting among children 6-59 months from 44 to 18 percent by 2018. According to the HSSP 
III, the decrease in underweight results can be allocated to a better geographical and financial access to 
health care (Ministry of Health, 2012: 10). The health sector is deemed to be able to make crucial 
contributions to improving living conditions in rural areas of the country. The plan also underlines the 
importance of networking amongst cross-cutting issues in the health sector, such as nutrition, road 
safety, sanitation, child growth, etc. 
 


2.3.4 Technical and Vocational Education and Training (TVET policies) 
 


Several projects of EKN under the food security programme have a strong capacity building (private 
sector, vocational education, etc.) link. Those projects are considered as contributing to an increase in 
income and consequently, increase of access to food. This will be explained in more detail in Chapter 3 (see 
projects 19160 – TVET Skills Development and 23743 – HIMO PDED II Consolidation). In this and the following 


25 Government of Rwanda, ministry of Health, ministry of Agriculture, ministry of Local Government. National food and 
nutrition strategic plan 2013-2018, (18 October 2013). 
26 Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning of the Republic of Rwanda. Economic Development and Poverty 
Reduction Strategy II (EDPRS2) 2013-2018, May 2013. Retrieved from: 
http://www.minecofin.gov.rw/fileadmin/templates/documents/NDPR/EDPRS_2.pdf 
27 Government of Rwanda. (2012). Third Health Sector Strategic Plan 2012-2018. Ministry of Health. Retrieved from: 
http://www.moh.gov.rw/fileadmin/templates/Docs/HSSP_III_FINAL_VERSION.pdf 
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sections we already introduce the TVET and HIMO concepts. 


The TVET policy supports the overall Vision 2020 to fundamentally transform Rwanda into a middle- 
income country and to become a knowledge-based and service-oriented economy. The TVET policy 
states that education is essential for economic and social development of the country. The objectives of the 
policy include among others the provision of theoretical and practical trainings in all sectors matching with 
the needs of enterprises and international standards and satisfy quantitative and qualitative needs of 
priority sectors by training required manpower for the relevant qualification areas. In August 2008, the 
Rwandan Cabinet approved a law that introduced the Workforce Development Authority (WDA) and an 
Integrated TVET System Concept Paper. In this concept paper the following sectors are identified as 
more potential sectors: Hotel and Tourism, Agriculture/Food processing, ICT, Building, Technical Servicing, 
Manufacturing, Art and Crafts. 


Following the adoption of the EDPRS II, the TVET policy has been revised in September 2015 with a new 
policy and related strategy (the National TVET Strategy for 2015-2018) that takes into account the 
current environment28. Unlike the previous TVET policy of 2008, the new policy is focused on transferring 
skills and adopts a competence-based training (CBT) approach (Kwibuka, 201629). The emphasis of CBT (or 
Competence Based Approach CBA) is on mastery of specific competence by trainees instead of the number 
of hours spent on a lesson, chapter or module. 


The National TVET Strategy requires at least Rwf 40 billion in funding every fiscal year to be successful 
(Kwibuka, 2016). The targets include having 60 percent of students graduating from nine-year basic 
education enrolled into TVET schools by 2017 (compared to the 40 percent enrolment in 2015). The 
number of TVET schools in the country has already been growing from 60 in 2010 to 365 in 2014. 


 
2.3.5 Haute Intensité de Main d’Oeuvre or Labour Intensive Public Works (HIMO) 
 


To fight poverty and to create wealth, more efforts have to be geared towards the development and 
efficient utilization of its most important resource – its population (Ministry of Local Government, 2008: 3). 
This is why not only education and professional training, but also a public works programme requiring 
labour-intensive methods (HIMO), are prioritized in Rwanda’s national policies. Labour-based technology 
(HIMO) describes “a technology that applies a labour/equipment mix that gives priority to labour, 
supplementing it with appropriate equipment where necessary for reasons of quality or cost.” Labour 
based technology is mainly based on ‘manpower’, used in construction works, production, transformation, 
and maintenance of works, which optimises the use and management of local resources. With the HIMO 
initiatives the government envisages to reduce unemployment, to provide the necessary infrastructure 
(e.g. also promoting agriculture by linking farmers to markets), to achieve a harmonious demobilisation and 
reintegration of soldiers, and to increase revenue and purchasing power in rural areas (Ministry of Local 


28 Republic of Rwanda. (2015). TVET Policy. September 2015. Retrieved from: 
http://www.wda.gov.rw/sites/default/files/TVET%20Policy.pdf 
29 Kwibuka, E. (2016). Rwanda: New Policy Tailors TVET to Labour Market Needs. Allafrica. 8 February 2016. 
Accessed on: http://allafrica.com/stories/201602080170.html 
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Government, 2008: 4). In general, the HIMO strategy is established in the perspective of creating economic 
growth and greater social equity, with activities that enhance the use of local resources and their translation 
to socio-economic capital. As of 1994, the HIMO approach has been institutionalized by the Government 
of Rwanda as part of their sustainable development initiatives. The HIMO programme has been conceived 
within the framework of international commitments (e.g. MDGs) and national commitments, such as the 
Vision 2020, EDPRS, National Investment Strategy (NIS), and others. The EKN funded project 23743 – 
HIMO PDED II Consolidation directly contributes to these objectives. 
 
2.3.6 National Food and Nutrition Policy (NFNP) and National Food and Nutrition Strategy 
Plan (NFNSP) 
 


The NFNP (2013) is the updated revision of the National Nutrition Policy of 2007. It describes key trends as 
well as challenges and opportunities related to nutrition and household food security in Rwanda. The NFNP 
is closely linked to Rwanda VISION 2020, the Millennium Development Goals and provides a policy base for 
nutrition and household food security actions that takes into account national progress and challenges. 
The NFNP also aligns with the EDPRS 2, sector and subsector policies and strategic plans (Government 
of Rwanda, 2013: 1). 


The National Food and Nutrition Strategic Plan (NFNSP) (2013-2018) outlines the strategies to solve 
serious problems as presented in the NFNP, such as the high level of child stunting and high levels of 
anaemia in women and children30. The persistently high level of chronic malnutrition in children under two 
years is marked as highest priority (also noted in EDPRS2). 
 


The strategic objectives of the NFNSP include: sustaining the position of food and nutrition as central 
priorities of the Government across Sectors at all levels and among Development Partners; strengthening 
and expanding services and practices that result in household food security; preventing stunting (in children 
under two years of age) and all forms of malnutrition; and improving governance systems and 
accountability (planning, budget allocation, implementation and monitoring and evaluation) for nutrition 
and food security. These objectives can also be found in the projects ‘Capacity Building for Food Security in 
Rwanda’ and ‘Access to Food for Young Children’ (see Chapter 3). 
 


2.3.7 National Rice development strategy (NRDS) 
 


After having been introduced in the 1960s by missionaries from South Korea, Taiwan and PRC, rice has soon 
become one of the major food crops grown in Rwanda and an increasingly important commodity in the 
Rwandan food consumption. In recent years the local production of rice has increased substantially, with a 
national average rice yield level of 5.7 t/ha versus the global average level of 4.3 t/ha. However, national 
demand exceeds the local production. The current domestic production is only able to cover 75 percent of 
the national annual requirement. The National Rice Development Strategy (NRDS) aims to “achieve self-


30 Ministry of Health (MOH) Rwanda. (2014). Rwanda National Food and Nutrition Policy Executive Summary. 3rd 
National Food & Nutrition Summit 2014. Retrieved from: 
http://moh.gov.rw/fileadmin/templates/summit/food_policy.pdf 
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sufficiency in rice production by 2018, and to substantially raise the competitiveness of Rwanda rice in local 
and regional markets” (MINAGRI, 2013: 2). It is intended to increase the productivity level from 5.72 t/ Ha 
in 2012 to 7.0 t/ Ha by 2018 and expand the area under cultivation to 28,500 by 2018 (compared to 7,350.5 
ha in 2012). Further objectives are: improving the breed of quality rice varieties, improving the efficiency 
of fertilizer use and providing site-specific fertilizer recommendations; increasing the area under rice 
production; further extension services to accelerate the dissemination of technologies to farmers; searching 
for appropriate mechanization; improving the quality of rice; improving farmers access to markets and 
finances. The EKN supported project ‘Consolidation of the Marshlands’ (25059) corresponds with the 
objectives as set by this strategy (see Chapter 3). 
 
2.3.8 Compact 2025 Rwanda 
 


The “Compact 2025 Rwanda”31 was created to accelerate progress towards meeting the targets of 
reducing the prevalence of child stunting to 18 percent by 2018 (from 37 percent in 2015) and ending 
hunger and undernutrition by 2025 (Compact 2025, 2016: 1). In line with vision 2020 and EDPRSII 
improving food security and nutrition are considered as priority. ‘According to the Cost of Hunger in 
Rwanda study, the total losses associated with undernutrition are estimated at US$820 million— equivalent 
to 11.5 percent of GDP in 2012’ (Compact 2025, 2016: 6). Therefore, the Compact 2025 urges to fill gaps in 
research, policy, and implementation in order to accelerate progress. This includes more and better data 
on undernutrition, improved coordination across sectors, ministries, and levels of government, more 
investment in agricultural R&D, a strategic research agenda for implementation, systems for tracking and 
monitoring progress and promoting innovation in multiple sectors. 


The national food security policy and programmes are summarised in table 2-1 below. 


31 Compact 2025. Rwanda. Ending hunger & undernutrition. Challenges & Opportunities. Draft scoping report for 
roundtable discussions. March 2016. Retrieved from: 
http://www.compact2025.org/files/2016/03/Rwanda_Draft_Scoping_Report_03.pdf 
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National Policy and 
Programme 


Main characteristics Main instruments 


VISION 2020 Overarching policy objective to fundamentally transform 
Rwanda into a middle-income country by 2020. The main 
goals are to increase income from US$ 290 to US$ 900, 
decrease the poverty rate from 64 percent to 30 percent and 
increase average life expectancy from 48 to 55 years32. 
The main pillars are: 


 Good governance and a capable state 
 Human resource development and a knowledge based economy 
 A private sector led economy 
 Infrastructure development 
 Productive and market oriented agriculture 
 Regional and international economic integration 


Establishing medium-term programmes of the National Poverty Reduction 
Strategy (PRS) and the National Investment Strategy (NIS). PRS is translated 
into medium-term sector strategies and provincial development plans. 
 
Instruments: 


 Decentralization 
 Vocational and technical training (TVET) and Health sector improvement 
 Comprehensive privatization policy and developing private sector 
 Focus on land management, urban development, transport, 


telecommunication, increasing energy production and diversifying into 
alternative energy sources, using natural water reserves, waste management. 


 Ensuring land ownership, extensive research and extension services, 
investment in rural infrastructures, use of high yielding varieties and intensive 
input use (especially fertilizers), etc. 


 Implementing policies to encourage FDI; promote competitive enterprises, 
exports and entrepreneurship; economic zones for ICT based production. 


Economic 
Development and 
Poverty Reduction 
Strategies (EDPRS I 
and II) 


Strategy to achieve middle income status and better quality of 
life for all Rwandans through sustained average GDP growth of 
11.5 percent and accelerated reduction of poverty to less than 
30 percent of the population. It pays special attention to food 
security and nutrition as long term foundational issues. 


- Economic transformation, 
- rural development, 
- productivity 
- youth employment 
- Community-based nutrition programmes and country-wide campaigns to 


reduce the rates of chronic malnutrition and to stabilize rural incomes. 


32 Note that life expectancy at birth already stood at 66.7 years in 2015, according to the World Bank (cf. section 2.2.1). This goal of the VISION 2020 therefore seems to have been 
caught up with some time ago. 
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Third Health Sector 
Strategic Plan 2012-
2018 (HSSP III) 


HSSP III aims to continually improve the health of the 
people of Rwanda, by ensuring universal access to quality 
health services for all Rwandans. This is realized through 
coordinated interventions by all stakeholders at all levels, 
thereby enhancing the general well-being of the population 
and contributing to the reduction of poverty. 


- Improving  leadership  and  governance,  health  support  systems  and 
programmes focusing on (access and quality of) service delivery systems. 


- Capacity building within the health sector, 
- increasing participation of private sector, 
- decentralization, 
- community  mobilization  and  participation  (Joint  Action  Development 


Forums (JADF)) for accountable governance, and 
- information and education. 


Technical  and 
Vocational 
Education  and 
Training (TVET 
policies) 


Develop a regional and international TVET system that 
produces men and women quality graduates, with 
employability skills that respond to the changing demands 
of employers and the country’s labour market, providing 
them with the opportunity to engage in decent work, work 
for themselves, be competent entrepreneurs and engage in 
life-long learning. 


- Establishing a ‘Workforce (Development) Planning Mechanism’ to realize a 
match between current and future skills demand and supply. 


- Establishing a ‘National Qualification Framework’ harmonizing vertical, 
horizontal and diagonal pathways between education. 


- Capacity building within the TVET system 
- Improving coordination of TVET initiatives with a TVET ‘Strategic Partnership 


Framework’ 
- Improve TVET facilities 
- Expand the TVET curriculum and change to serving the industry (competency 


based) 
- Providing career information and guidance to students and improving TVET 


attractiveness 
- Increasing employer engagement with internships and apprenticeships 


Haute Intensité de 
Main d’Oeuvre or 
Labour Intensive 
Public Works (HIMO) 


Reduce unemployment, to provide the necessary 
infrastructure (e.g. also promoting agriculture by linking 
farmers to markets), to achieve a harmonious demobilisation 
and reintegration of soldiers, and to increase revenue and 
purchasing power in rural areas. 


Labour-based public works projects employing local (poor) people for 
construction works, production, and maintenance of works. 
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National Food and
 Nutrition 
Policy (NFNP) 
and National 
Food and 
Nutrition Strategy
 Plan 
(NFNSP) 


Improving the nutritional status of the Rwandan people, 
with the highest priority for 
decreasing the persistently high level of chronic malnutrition 
in children under two. 


 National Food and Nutrition Technical Working Group (NF&NTWG) is 
Rwanda’s multi-sectoral nutrition coordination platform since 2013. 


 Decentralized nutrition programs through District Action Plans to Eliminate 
Malnutrition (DPEM) and Joint Action Development Forums (JADFs). 


 Advocacy and resource mobilization 
 Promotion of the 1st 1,000 days (Community Based Food and Nutrition 


programmes) and that districts strengthen District Plans to Eliminate 
Malnutrition 


   Incorporate the Nutrition Action Plan of MINAGRI into NFNP. 
 Improving linkage between intervention areas (e.g. nutrition and HIV/AIDS). 
 Improve school feeding with, for example, the ‘Home Grown School Feeding 


Programme’. 
 Nutrition capacity building and better systems for exchanging information 


between national, provincial and district levels. 


National Rice 
development 
strategy (NRDS) 


Achieve self-sufficiency in rice production by 2018, and 
substantially raise the competitiveness of Rwandan rice in 
local and regional markets. 


 Improving the seed production system 
 Providing site specific fertilizer recommendations and public private 


partnerships in procurement and distribution of appropriate fertilizers and 
manures 


 Promoting appropriate mechanization 
 Adequate supervision and further privatization of milling operations to 


improve quality of rice 
 Establishing public private partnerships in extension services 
 Trading regulations and facilitating predetermined contracts with 


millers/traders to improve transparency. 


Compact 2025 
Rwanda 


Initiative of the International Food Policy Research Institute 
(IFPRI) in Rwanda, Malawi, Ethiopia and Bangladesh to end 
hunger and undernutrition by 2025. Aim is to accelerate the 
progress towards meeting the targets of reducing the 
prevalence of child stunting to 18 percent by 2018 (from 37 
percent in 2015) and ending hunger and undernutrition by 
2025. 


 Bring stakeholders (GoR, donors, etc.) together to set priorities (organize 
round tables) 


 innovate and learn 
 Synthesize sharable lessons 


Table 2-1: National policy and programme instruments used 
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2.4 Programmes of the main other donors in the country 
 


What are the programmes of the main other donors in the country? 
 


The number of stakeholders working to advance food security and nutrition in Rwanda is growing. In 
2015, 65 food and nutrition stakeholders from government, UN agencies, research, civil society, bilateral 
and multilateral donors, private sector, and other development partners are working at national and 
subnational levels in Rwanda to end hunger and undernutrition (Compact 2025, 2016: 13). In 2014, net 
Official Development Aid (ODA) comprised of US$ 1.034,0 million33. This section will look at the several 
active donors (besides the Netherlands) in combatting food insecurity in Rwanda. 


The other donors active in the field of food security in Rwanda are listed below, with several programme 
examples. Detailed information about the programmes and donor expenditures can be found in the 
Annex XIII. 


• USAID – Feed the Future 


• The Global Agriculture and Food security Program (GAFSP) (USA) - Land Husbandry, Water 
Harvesting and Hillside Irrigation Project (LWH) 


• Australian International Food Security Research Centre (AIFSRC) - Trees for Food Security 


• Caritas Europe – Projects supporting farmer cooperatives 


• Canadian Foodgrains Bank – Learning Environmental Adaptions for Food Security (LEAF). 


• International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) (UN Agency) – Funding the PSTA III 
programme (an agricultural project initiated by the Government of Rwanda); Climate resilient 
post-harvest and agribusiness support project; Project for rural income through exports (PRICE); 
Kirehe community-based watershed management project (KWAMP) 


• Food and Agricultural Organisation (FAO) – Capacity Development for Agricultural Innovation 
Systems (CDAIS) project 


• World Food Programme (WFP) – Purchase for Progress (P4P) initiative; Funding government 
programmes focusing on Maternal, Infant and Young Child Nutrition (MIYCN), School Nutrition 
and Supplementary Feeding; Food assistance to refugees 


• UNICEF – supporting Government’s programmes in the areas of MIYCN; Promoting hygiene and 
sanitation (WASH project) 


  


33 OECD. (2016). Workbook OECD DAC aid at a glance. Rwanda. Last update 27 February 2016. Accessed on: 
https://public.tableau.com/views/OECDDACAidataglancebyrecipient_new/Recipients?:embed=y&:display_count=y 
es&:showTabs=y&:toolbar=no?&:showVizHome=no 
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2.5 Summary 
 


In this chapter we have discussed the characteristics of food (in)security in Rwanda, the trends in food 
security, and an overview of food security related programmes, both from GoR and other donors. 
Although food security in Rwanda is increasing, there are still more than 1,9 million food insecure 
households. These are mostly rural households, dependent on low-income agricultural 
labour/production, less educated, having a small size of land and low crop diversity. Other factors 
contributing to food insecurity are: being a female headed household, physical and economic household 
access to markets, and weather related risks (droughts/rains). To combat poverty and food insecurity 
GoR has ensured many national policies and programmes are in place, for example focusing on 
infrastructure development, increasing agricultural production and improving human development 
(health, nutrition, education and employment). In addition, donors help contributing to these national 
goals related to food security. In the next chapters we will address the evaluation questions and present 
our findings of this study against the backdrop of the context described above. 
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3. Evaluation of the project portfolio 
 


This chapter starts with a description of the evaluation questions and the hypotheses of this portfolio 
evaluation (3.1). Subsequently the approach used for the portfolio evaluation is presented (3.2). This is 
followed by answering the main evaluation questions in the rest of the chapter. 


 


3.1 Description evaluation questions 
 


1. At the start of this impact evaluation the following evaluation questions were presented by 
IOB (ToR 2013) for the period 2012-2015: What is the composition and motivation for the 
Dutch food security country programme 2012-2015? 


2. What instruments are used and what is the synergy in tackling food security? 


3. How does the expenditure relate to the number of directly and indirectly targeted beneficiaries 
and to the expected food security effect per beneficiary? 


4. What are the effects of the Dutch country programme on food security? 
 


In addition to this questions, IOB has formulated sub-questions which be covered in the following 
sections. The extended version of those evaluations questions and the hypotheses are included in Annex 
XVII. 


5. What is the composition and motivation of the Dutch food security country programme 2012- 
2015 (Section 3.3): 


a. What is the link between the Dutch strategy and the (broader) analysis of food insecurity 
in the country? 


b. What projects are part of the food security portfolio? 


c. What is the synthesis of the followed impact pathways? 


6. What instruments are used and what is the synergy in tackling food security? (Section 3.4): 


a. What instruments and channels are used (central-decentral, bilateral, multilateral; 
government, NGO, private sector)? 


b. What is the coherence and synergy of the Dutch food security programme? 


7. Effectiveness (Section 3.5): 


a. To what extent is the anticipated pathway followed / have results been achieved? 


b. To what extent can changes be attributed to the project pathway, alternative pathways, 
or other factors? 
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c. Up to what level and impact has the food security of targeted households improved? 


d. What is the evidence that food insecure people have been reached, directly or indirectly? 
How have women benefited? 


8. Costs and efficiency (Section 3.6): 


a. How many direct and indirect beneficiaries have been reached? 


b. How does project expenditure compare to the number of beneficiaries? 


c. What can be concluded on the value of effects per beneficiary, and about their cost- 
effectiveness? 


 


Next to the evaluation questions we will describe the approach for the portfolio evaluation, (Section 
3.2), the sustainability of the programme (Section 3.7); and unplanned, positive of negative, effects of 
the programme (Section 3.8). The hypotheses for this evaluation are included in Annex XVII as well. The 
information gathered to answer the evaluation questions forms the basis to address the hypotheses. In 
Chapter 5 we will present the overall conclusions for each of the evaluation questions and hypotheses. 


 


3.2 Approach portfolio evaluation 
 


The EKN food security portfolio in Rwanda consists of 15 projects (including the Front Office Fund and 
CATALIST-234). Although EKN considers this group of projects to be the food security programme, 
for some their primary objective is not to increase food security and not all of them have an 
explicit food security objective in the project theory of change. We will return to this point in 
section 3.3.3. An overview of the projects is presented in Table 3-1 and Annex I. In Annex IX a detailed 
description is given of these projects, their objectives and achieved results. 


This evaluation started in 2013 and contained three stages. The first stage was the inception phase, 
aimed at gaining insight in the information and documentation available. We established our working 
relationships with the embassy in Kigali and our local partners PwC Rwanda and the University of 
Rwanda. In November 2013 the first visit to Rwanda took place, the inception visit. This was followed by 
an Inception workshop in the Netherlands with all evaluators working on Food Security country 
evaluations in Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Uganda and Rwanda. After desk research and setting up the 
evaluation approach we delivered the inception report to IOB in early 2014. 


Secondly, we conducted the baseline study in 2014. Documents such as appraisal documents, mid-term 
reports, final & narrative reports were used to carry out the desk research. After collecting the 
information, we went on a second visit to Rwanda in March 2014, where we interviewed all project 


34 CATALIST-2 will be presented in Chapter 4 in more detail. The Front Office Fund (FOF) is a basket fund that was 
used to finance many small projects. It was agreed with IOB that the FOF would not be included in the evaluation, 
as food security impact should be expected to be fragmented and limited. 
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implementers, embassy staff and some other donors involved in the EKN food security programme. During 
the baseline only few projects had already been completed and most of the projects were still in progress. 


In order to assess the state of the EKN food security portfolio, project implementers were asked between 
the baseline and end line phase to fill in a self-evaluation (Annex III) about the project and its contribution 
to the food security programme. We opted for this approach to have a better view on the progress of 
the projects and to serve as input for the evaluation team to prepare the end line phase. 


The third stage was the end line evaluation, with a third visit to Rwanda that took place in March 
2016. This stage included desk research of new available documents such as final reports of projects 
that recently ended, and a more targeted review of food security literature in view of issue encountered 
in the projects. Besides we had to take into consideration the changes in the Dutch Food Security Policy 
and the new MASP of EKN as described in Annex XV. In addition, the end line consisted of: 


A. the portfolio evaluation of 14 projects (the EKN Front Office Fund excluded) for a standard 
assessment; 


B. the in-depth qualitative evaluation of 3 projects; 


C. the in-depth quantitative and qualitative evaluation of CATALIST-2. 
 


For the components A to C we prepared the analysis plan of qualitative evaluation (Annex II) and the 
interview guidelines (Annex VII). The portfolio interviews were structured following general interview 
questions and specific interview questions for the project, the latter raising issues that were not clear 
after the desk research. During the end line visit project implementers were interviewed for the standard 
assessment, in-depth portfolio evaluation and CATALIST-2 case study. 


The project portfolio field visit took place in Kigali from 2-10 March 2016. In that timeframe 
stakeholders of all 14 projects were interviewed, 3 projects were visited on-site and data collection for 
the qualitative CATALIST-2 evaluation took place. Data collection for the quantitative project-level 
evaluation of CATALIST-2 was done from 15 February – 3 March 2016 and is described in Chapter 4. An 
overview of all interviewees is included in Annex V. 


The in-depth qualitative evaluation aimed to have a better insight in the project implementation, 
participation of beneficiaries, their knowledge of the project and the impact the project had on them. 
The following projects were involved in the qualitative portfolio in-depth evaluation: 


 


• Local Demand Driven Investments projects through RLDSF – Local Development Agency 
(‘LODA’) - 24371/ 25542; 


• Consolidation of Marshland Development – 25059; and, 


• Access to Food For Young Children - 25457. 


For those projects we visited the project locations, interviewed representatives of local government, 
local implementing project staff and beneficiaries (see Annex V). The field visit took place in the district 
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of Muhanga, Southern province, with a relative high level of food insecurity (see Fig. 2-2). Next to the in-
depth interviews focus group discussions (Annex XII) took place with beneficiaries to learn about their 
perspective of the impact the project had on their lives. The following projects had focus group discussions 
(FGDs): 


 


• Consolidation of Marshland Development – 25059 (location: Muhanga district, 1 FGD); 


• Access to Food For Young Children – 25457 (location: Muhanga district, 1 FGD); 


• CATALIST-2 – 24720 (location: Muhanga and Nyanza district, 6 FGDs). 


In total, eight focus group discussions took place. Six for CATALIST-2 project in two different districts, 
one for the Consolidation of Marshlands project and one for the Access to Food for Young Children 
project. 


Prior to the FGDs three steps were followed. First a visit of the project location by the evaluators for a 
first-hand assessment of the results and outcomes. Second an interview with project staff to be informed 
about the project developments and thirdly receive a guided tour from them. The most important 
time was spent on the fourth step, the FGD with beneficiaries, consisting of groups of 8-10 people. We 
followed the Rapid Rural Appraisal (also called participatory rural appraisal and participatory learning and 
action) approach35. The FGDs used semi-structured interviews, next to the use of posters for ranking 
and timelines techniques. The FGDs were facilitated jointly by Rwandan and Dutch team members. 
The detailed approach description of the FGDs is included in Annex XVI. 


 
 


 
 
 


The FGDs were well prepared beforehand by training of the evaluators in the Netherlands and in 
Rwanda. The results of the FGDs are presented in the report in Annex XII. 


Based on the document review, field visit and additional desk research all available information was 
analysed and triangulated in order to answer the evaluation questions. We used the intervention logic of 
the food security programme in order to assess to what extent the country programme objectives have 
been met. By answering the research questions, we analysed to what extent the overall Dutch food security 
programme objectives of the security policy letter of 2011 have been met and to what extent they are 
relevant in the context of the new policy letter of 2014.  


  


35 Robert Chambers (2007). From PRA to PLA and Pluralism: Practice and Theory. 
Paulo Freire (2005). Pedagogy of the Oppressed, 30th anniversary edition. 
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2. Interview
staff project 
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3.3 Composition and motivation of the Dutch food security programme 2012-2015 
(evaluation question 1) 


 
3.3.1 Overview & strategy EKN projects in food security portfolio 


Composition of the Dutch food security programme 2012-2015 
 


The table below presents an overview of all the fifteen EKN projects in the food security programme. As 
mentioned earlier in this report, CATALIST-2 and the Front Office Fund are not part of the project 
portfolio evaluation.  
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Project 
number 


Project name Implementing organisation 


19160 TVET - Skills Development and Employment Protection GIZ (Deutsche Gesellschaft für 
Internationale Zusammenarbeit 
GmbH) 


19462 PAREF II (NL-1) - Programme d’Appui à la Reforestation 
de 9 Districts des Provinces du Nord et Ouest du 
Rwanda 


BTC - Belgian Development Agency 


19815 PROSKID  -  Promotion  of  skills  development  in 
partnership with the private sector 


Private Sector Federation 


19940/ 
25978/ 
26928 


Electricity Access Roll-out Program (EARP) Rwanda Energy, Water and 
Sanitation Agency 


23168/ 


23214 


Support for land tenure regularisation (LTR) in Rwanda DFID 


23743 HIMO PDED II consolidation Helpage Rwanda 


24371/ 


25542 


District Infrastructure Investments through Rwanda 
Local Development Support Fund (RLDSF)/ Local 
Demand Driven Investments projects through RLDSF 


Local Development Agency ‘LODA’ (formerly 
RLDSF) 


24720 CATALIST-II agribusiness cluster development, market 
integration and agricultural intensification 


IFDC Rwanda IBAKWE 


24730 Linking Farmers to Markets Private Sector Federation and the Chamber 
of Farmers 


24793 Front Office Fund EKN 


24871 Capacity Building for Food Security in Rwanda Public Sector Capacity
 Building Secretariat (PSCBS) 


25059 Consolidation Marshlands WHH Deutsche Welthungerhilfe e.V. 


25195 PAREF NL-2 - Support to participatory forest 
management pilots and biomass energy production in 
9 districts of Rwanda 


Rwanda Natural Resource Authority 
(RNRA) 


25454 Cooperatives Support Programme SPARK Rwanda 


25457 Access to Food for Young Children UNICEF Rwanda 


Table 3-1: Project portfolio food security programme EKN Kigali 


 


A detailed description of the findings on each of the projects under the programme in presented in Annex 
IX. 
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Motivation for the Dutch food security country programme 2012-2015 


During the evaluation period EKN published two Multi-Annual Strategic Plans, MASP 2012-2015 and 
MASP 2014-2017. In both plans EKN selected three priority areas: Security and Legal Order, Water 
Resources Management and Food Security. The desired country outcomes for EKN are (1) a just and fair 
society, (2) more food secure persons and (3) sustainable use of water resources. In Annex XV we 
include more information on the Dutch policy on food security of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and 
the differences between both Multi-Annual Strategic Plans of EKN. 


The intervention logic used for food security is presented in Figure 3-1.  
 


 
Figure 3-1: Food security intervention logic, Source: MASP 2012 – 2015 
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The food security outputs that EKN wanted to realize in 2012-2015 were: 


1. Improved infrastructure to produce, process, distribute, and prepare food 


2. Increased influence of agri-business 


3. Improved business facilitation by EKN, GoR, and service providers 


4. Increased access to healthy food for very young children. 


In the new MASP 2014-2017 the outcomes are almost similar, except that EKN did not include agri- 
business as an outcome anymore (output 1). Also the description of output 2 (in MASP 2014-2017 this 
is labelled “Outcome 2” of the Food Security programme) has slightly changed and is now ‘Increased 
capacity of government and private sector (representatives) in the field of food security’. 


Through (1) an improved enabling environment for (post-harvest) agri-business, supported by output 1 
and 2, and (2) better access to healthy food for young children (output 3), EKN aims to realize the 
country outcome of ‘more food and nutrition security in Rwanda. The assumption made by the embassy 
is that an improved enabling environment will lead to more and better organized agri-business (including 
cooperatives of small farmers) and agro-processing, commercial storage and food-related trade. It is 
expected that this will increase the likelihood that harvest reaches the consumer. In addition, EKN expects 
that people in rural areas with little or no land and unable to grow their own food, will have more chance 
to find a job, gain income and become food secure. 


Between the embassy outputs and country outcomes EKN distinguishes several intermediate outcomes 
such as reduction of post-harvest losses, so that more food and food of better quality can reach the 
consumer (‘more efficient markets’). Another intermediate outcome described in the MASP 2012-2015 
is ‘people that grow little or no food need income to buy it and vulnerable groups at the household level 
need enough nutrition (‘better access to healthy food’). 


EKN proceeds in the MASP 2012-2015 with the fact that binding constraints need to be tackled to 
improve the enabling environment. A few of those binding constraints mentioned are a ‘lack of skilled 
labour, limited access to finance, inaccessible roads, high electricity prices and uncertainty about land’36. 
Another constraint is the demand for skilled labour. This is already covered by other donors focusing on 
TVET (see Chapter 2). As a consequence, EKN chose to limit itself to improved service delivery to the 
private sector. All of those binding constraints have been addressed by EKN by the selection of the 
projects that are part of this food security impact evaluation. 


The intervention logic of EKN follows a similar logic as the literature presented in Chapter 2, stating that 
improved food security and nutrition requires that food is available, accessible and of sufficient quantity 
and quality. Nevertheless, we observe that the focus of EKN on sufficient quantity and quality of food is 
limited to a single project (output 3.1) covering the quality of food for a specific demographic (young 
children). The quantity of food is covered in several projects aiming to increase the productivity such 
as the ‘Consolidation of Marshlands’ project. In Chapter 2 we mentioned that food insecure households 
are typically poor rural households, which are dependent on daily agricultural labour, agriculture or 


36 EKN, Kigali. Multi-annual strategic plan (EKN MASP) 2012 – 2015, p. 13. 
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external support for their livelihoods. In addition, food insecure households tend to have less livestock, 
less agricultural land, lower food stocks, grow fewer crops, are less likely to have a vegetable garden, 
and consume more of their own production at home. EKN has tried to address this with for example 
job creation which was part of the projects Skills Development and Employment Protection, PROSKID 
HIMO PDED II and PAREF NL-2. Also the Land Tenure programme contributed to more clarity about 
land ownership, aiming for more productive use of land. Furthermore the HIMO PDED II, Consolidation 
of Marshlands, Infrastructure Investments and Access to food for young children projects contributed to 
households growing more crops. The latter two projects also stimulated kitchen gardens in the villages 
to consume more of the production at home. 


Table 3-2 gives an impression on how the project portfolio fits the time scope of this evaluation and the 
MASPs. Six of the fifteen projects have been finalized during MASP 2012-2015. Nine projects now fall 
under MASP 2014-2017, eight of them are expected to be finalized by the end of 2016 and one project 
has been extended to 2017. 
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Project number MASP 2012 – 2015 
        MASP 2014 – 2017 


2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


19160 – Skills development and employment protection         


19462 – PAREF NL-1         


19815 – PROSKID         


19940/25978/26928 – Electricity access roll-out 
programme 


      


23168/23214 – Land tenure regularisation         
Extension to 
June 2016 


23743 – HIMO PDED II consolidation          


24371/25542 – Infrastructure investments          


24730 – Linking farmers to markets         


24793 – Front office fund           


24871 – Capacity building for food security       1/12/2012   


25059 – Consolidation marshlands           


25195 – PAREF NL-2          


25454 – Cooperatives support programme         Extension 
to 
31/01/2 
017 


25457 – Access to Food for Young Children          


24720 – CATALIST-2          


Table 3-2: Project period per food security project and duration of MASP
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3.3.2 Link between Dutch strategy and broader analysis food security Rwanda 
What is the link between the Dutch strategy and the (broader) analysis of food insecurity in the country? 


We observe that in both ways the strategy of the Dutch and Rwandan government on food security are 
aligned or try to follow the same goals. 


First from the Rwandan perspective, the GoR aims to transform Rwanda from an agricultural based 
economy into a modern service oriented urban society. The EKN programme focuses on key 
interventions contributing to this economic transformation, while keeping in mind food security.37 This 
can be demonstrated by the ‘Skills Development and Employment Protection’ project, which specifically 
focused on strengthen the SMEs and to promote employment opportunities outside the agricultural 
sector, through the improvement of TVET employability. The results of this evaluation indicate that EKN 
collaborates with and discusses its food security policy with the Government of Rwanda and the key 
stakeholders involved in food security (Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Trade and Industries, Ministry 
of Health). 


To proceed the Dutch and Rwandan Food Security Policies also emphasize private sector development 
as catalyst of national development. Increasing the role of the private sector will lead to the creation of 
jobs and, consequently, contributes to economic development. The Government of Rwanda aims to give 
the private sector a larger role in the agricultural sector than the government. Yet, it remains a challenge 
to involve the private sector. 


EKN has considered both Dutch and Rwandan objectives to define its MASP. In line with the Dutch 
development priorities and Rwanda’s Vision 2020 (set by the Government of Rwanda), EKN has selected 
Food Security as one of the priority areas in its MASP 2012-2015. Furthermore, the government of 
Rwanda introduced its new poverty reduction strategy (EDPRS II) in 2013. This is the same year that the 
National Food and Nutrition Policy and National Food and Nutrition Plan of the GoR were published. 
One of the focus points is preventing stunting with children aged under 2. Based on these policy 
changes, EKN defined a new MASP for the period 2014-2017. It can be observed that the project ‘Access 
to food for young children’ (started in 2013), which is focused at preventing stunting with children under 
2, almost exactly follows the goals of the GoR ambitions. This example illustrates that the EKN strategy 
takes into consideration the national strategy and is aligned to it. 


Another example is that the Dutch government changed its focus from bilateral development aid to 
more trade. In MASP 2012-2015 it was mentioned that the government of Rwanda embraces this 
approach and wants to work become more self-reliant and less aid dependent. In MASP 2014-2017 this 
shift resulted in a country outcome for economic development stating: “NL relationship with Rwanda 
becomes a ‘transitional relationship’ rather than an ‘aid relationship’, meaning that while aid remains at 
an adequate level, efforts are being made to increase trade and investment.” 


In sum, on the one hand the Dutch strategy for food security closely aligns with the national policies of 
the Government of Rwanda such as the Vision 2020, EDPRS II, National TVET Strategy 2015-2018, 
National Food and Nutrition Strategic Plan (NFNSP) (2013-2018) and Compact 2025 Rwanda. The 


37 Source: EKN Kigali, Multi-Annual Strategic Plan 2014-2017 
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Rwandan government’s vision on the other hand is fully consistent with the long-term vision ‘from aid to 
trade’ of the Dutch government. 


 
3.3.3 Synthesis of the followed impact pathways 


Synthesis of the followed impact pathways and underlying assumptions 


Since the outputs in the new MASP 2014-2017 are for the most part similar to MASP 2012-2015, EKN 
continued to apply the same intervention logic for the food security programme. We therefore used the 
same approach as during the baseline and categorized the projects in relation to the outputs in Table 3-
3. Contrary to the baseline study, we classified three projects under an additional sub-output, which is 
explained in a footnote in each case. 


 


Output 1: Improved infrastructure to produce, process, distribute and prepare food. 


1.1 Feeder roads built in labour intensive way 23743 – HIMO PDED II consolidation 
24371/25542 – Infrastructure investments38 


25059 – Consolidation of marshlands39 


1.2 Demand driven local economic development 24371/25542 – Infrastructure investments 
24720 – CATALIST-2 
25195 – PAREF 2 


1.3 Improved land registration 23168 /23214 – Land tenure regularisation 


1.4 Increased access to reliable and affordable energy 19462 – PAREF 1 
19940 – Electricity access programme 


Output2: Strengthened capacity of government agencies, private sector and discussion fora. 


2.1 Strengthened agribusiness representatives 19462 – PAREF NL-1 
24720 – CATALIST-2 
24871 – Capacity building for food security 
24730 – Linking farmers to markets 
25059 – Consolidation of marshlands 


2.2 Strengthened SMEs in agribusiness sector 19160 – Skills development and employment 
protection 


19815 – PROSKID 
23743 – HIMO PDED II consolidation 
24720 – CATALIST-2 


38 At baseline this project was not mentioned under output 1.1. However with the endline in-depth evaluation 
we learned that the project also included the construction of feeder roads (at least 552 km) via the HIMO 
approach. 
39 At baseline this project was not mentioned under output 1.1. However with the endline in-depth evaluation we 
learned that the project also included the construction and rehabilitation of 120 km via the HIMO / Cash for Work 
approach. 
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2.3 Strengthened cooperatives 24720 – CATALIST-2 
24730 – Linking farmers to markets 
25059 – Consolidation of marshlands 
25454 – Cooperatives support programme 


2.4 Strengthened (semi) government institutions 23743 – HIMO PDED II consolidation 
24730 – Linking farmers to markets 
24871 – Capacity building for food security 
25059 – Consolidation of marshlands 


2.5 Strengthened fora for discussion 19160 – Skills development and employment 
protection40 


24371/25542 – Infrastructure investments 
24720 – CATALIST-2 


Output 3: Better access to healthy food for very young children 


3.1 Nutrition programme for very young children 25457 – Access to Food for Young Children 


Table 3-3: Food security projects per embassy output 


Furthermore, we compared the project objectives to the EKN intervention logic. We classified the nature 
of the linkage of each project to food security objectives in the categories Explicit (clear link), Implicit 
(less clear link) or Absent (missing link). In annex VI ‘Project linkage to food security objectives in 
Rwanda’ we present an overview of this exercise with a brief argumentation. 


Regarding the first category (Explicit) we observed that in the majority of the projects there is a clear link 
to food security, a n d  those projects are mostly related to EKN output 1. As can be seen in Annex VI, 
nine of the thirteen projects – i.e. 69% in the portfolio – have an explicit food security objective in their 
project set-up. Those projects are: 


- 23168/23214 – Land tenure regularisation; 


- 23743 – HIMO PDED II consolidation; 


- 24371/25542 – Infrastructure investments; 


- 24730 – Linking farmers to markets; 


- 25059 – Consolidation marshlands; 


- 19462 – PAREF NL-1; 


- 25195 – PAREF NL-2; 


- 25454 – Cooperatives support programme; and 


40 At baseline this project was not mentioned under output 2.5. However one of the indicators are enabling fora 
for discussion. 
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- 25457 – Access to food for young children. 
 


Having a predefined link to food security makes it easier for project implementers to manage 
beforehand the intended food security outputs and outcomes. Besides it helps EKN to effectively monitor 
the project contributions to the EKN food security outputs and outcomes. 


Four projects can be categorized as having an implicit link to food security (30%), being: 


- 19160 – Skills development and employment protection 


- 19815 – PROSKID 


- 19940 – Electricity access programme 


- 24871 – Capacity building for food security 


The majority of those projects contribute to output 2. An implicit link is demonstrated by the fact that 
the appraisal documents and the setup of the project have for example job creation or capacity building 
as main project objective and not food security. However, as we will see later in chapter 3.6 when 
answering the questions related to effectiveness, projects that did not have a clear food security objective 
at the start of the project, can still have an important impact on food security. This is supported by the 
intervention logic of EKN and the literature about food security being built on several pillars. The 
intervention logic choses several pathways to realize food security, not only through contribution to 
food availability, but also through food access using intermediate outcomes such as increased income 
and strengthened agri-business. This corresponds with the two EKN pathways that are defined by projects 
from an enabling environment to more food and nutrition (‘more jobs’ and ‘less post-harvest losses’). 
The first pathway is the second pillar of the WFP’s definition of food access introduced in section 2.1.2: 
sufficient resources to obtain appropriate foods for a nutritious diet. The underlying assumption is that 
more income enables beneficiaries to buy more food and thus may lead directly to increased food 
consumption. However, we argue that only part of the additional income will be spent on food. As we 
learned from a survey of the PAREF projects, some beneficiaries used their extra income on education and 
weddings next to buying more food. That is why we classify income generating projects as having an 
implicit link to food security, especially if their main focus is not food security. 


With the intervention logic EKN aims favour food availability, access, increased income, increased 
nutrition and better access to markets. When analysing the embassy output areas, we first observe that 
those are unevenly represented in terms of the number of associated projects in the food security 
programme for Rwanda, as presented in Table 3-3. There is only one project on nutrition whereas many 
of the projects focus on capacity building (income, markets) and infrastructure (availability and access). 


Second, the intervention logic acknowledges only three main outputs in its approach to increase food 
security in Rwanda: infrastructure (1), capacity building (2) and nutrition (3). No output has been defined 
specifically focusing on an increase in food production. During the baseline EKN clarified that the reason 
for this is the division of labour in Rwanda, which limits the number of donors per sector (in this case 
agriculture). When zooming in on the enabling factors such as post-harvest handling or enabling 
infrastructure EKN clarified at end line that post-harvest handling was a conscious choice instead of 


63  







 


production. One of the reasons was that food losses are high in Rwanda due to lack of expertise with 
post-harvest handling. The selected projects therefore contribute directly to improved food availability, 
access and the creation of markets, rather than production.  


When discussing the impact of the projects on food security both with EKN and project implementers, it 
appears that two major assumptions are made. Starting from the fact that agriculture is a very 
important component of the Rwandan economy and employs many people, focusing on any activity 
dealing with farmers could be expected to have an impact on food security (which is one of the 
hypotheses in this study). The second one is that an increase in households’ income (i.e. through the 
HIMO approach or better access to markers) would automatically result in a better position with 
regards to food security. 


We further noticed that the second EKN output strongly focuses on strengthened capacity building. This 
remains a very important issue in Rwanda and ten out of the thirteen EKN projects are related to output 
2. In the baseline several project implementers and EKN staff recognized capacity of both public and 
private stakeholders in the agricultural sector as being problematic in Rwanda. This is also 
demonstrated by the fact that quite a few projects needed to be followed up by a consolidation phase 
(i.e. Feeder Roads, PAREF, Consolidation of Marshlands). In addition, important capacity outputs that had 
to be achieved at end line were not yet realized, such as institutions that were supposed to be fully 
operational, were either not yet installed (National Employment Agency) or were not yet functioning as 
desired (private sector development activities). 


EKN’s intervention logic underscores that improving an enabling environment for agri-business (post- 
harvest and to access markets) is important to contribute to food security. Improved food security is 
only indirectly supported by an improved enabling environment such as strengthened representatives 
of agri-business, especially when a food security objective is missing. According to the literature, 
increases in food security occur through increased agricultural productivity and increased incomes of 
small family farmers, as stated in Section 2.2. Short-term income increase of the poorest does take place 
in several selected EKN projects via the HIMO approach, but most often has a short term effect rather 
than a lasting impact, as will be discussed in Section 3.5. 
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Figure 3-2: Donors involved in food security 
policy 


3.4 Instruments, coherence and synergy 
(evaluation question 2) 


The Dutch food security programme in Kigali features a broad 
variety of partners as shown in Figure 3-2. These different key 
players use different strategies and instruments in their work 
on food security. 


3.4.1 Instruments and channels 
What instruments and channels are used (central-decentral, 
bilateral, multilateral, government, NGO, private sector). 


The EKN food security programme shows a broad variety of 
actors, in the roles of project implementers as well as 
beneficiaries (see Figure 3-2). These form different channels to 
which funds are allocated. Each type of project and project 
implementer in turn has its own instruments through which the 
food security objectives are targeted (see Table 3-4).


Multilateral 
channel, 
e.g.Dfid 


Other 
donors, e.g. 
BTC,USAID, 
GIZ 


Dutch Food 
Security 


programme 
Rwanda 


GoR, e.g. 
LODA 


Central- 
decentral 
managed, 
e.g. Unicef


Channel types Projects 


Multilateral 6: GIZ, BTC - Belgian Development Agency,  LODA, Rwanda
Energy, Water and Sanitation Agency , DFID, 


Rwanda Natural Resource Authority (RNRA) 


NGO 4: Helpage Rwanda, Deutsche Welthungerhilfe e.V., IFDC 
Rwanda IBAKWE, Unicef 


Private sector 3: Private Sector Federation, Chamber of Farmers, 
Public Sector Capacity  Building Secretariat (PSCBS) 


Table 3-4: Channel types 
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The majority of the in the portfolio of EKN are managed decentrally. Some project implementers such as 
the Unicef are responsible for both projects are financed centrally (i.e. from programmes that are 
managed by MFA or one of its agencies in The Hague) and projects that are financed decentrally (i.e. from 
EKN in Kigali). The centrally managed projects were not part of the scope of this evaluation, so we cannot 
comment on the differences between centrally and decentrally financed projects. 


Focusing more on the decentral projects, bilateral, multilateral, government, NGO and private sector 
instruments can be distinguished. Bilateral donor support can for example be found in the project 
Access to food for young children; EKN is the only funder of this project implemented by Unicef. Another 
approach is multilateral donorship, which implies working together with other national donors. An 
example is EKN’s cooperation with DfID in the Land tenure project. In that project EKN is a silent partner and 
DfiD is responsible for the coordination of the project and monitoring & evaluation of it. 


Most of the projects in the EKN portfolio do support the government of Rwanda directly or indirectly via 
government institutions such as LODA and EARP. The Private Sector Federation is supposed to operate 
independently, but does have strong ties with the government and follows its national policy. Some 
projects of EKN sponsor local and international NGOs directly such as Helpage Rwanda and 
Welthungerhilfe. 


As a result of the diversified instruments also the target group of the programme touches several levels: 
central government (LODA, RNRA), decentral government (districts), cooperatives (farmers groups, WUOs) 
and local population (food insecure). This is displayed in Figure 3-3. The Rwandan population as beneficiaries 
can be reached directly through projects aimed at specific groups or via projects aimed at improving 
government or private-sector capacity to effectively increase agricultural sector productivity. The latter 
approach has the disadvantage of making the link with final beneficiaries in the Rwandan population more 
indirect. 


Using the figure below we can make several observations regarding the distance to food insecure 
households, being the intended ultimate beneficiaries of the EKN programme. First of all, even in projects 
where the local population was reached directly, it did not mean that all direct beneficiaries were food 
insecure. For example, in the PAREF NL-1 and NL-2 projects we observed that the food insecure were 
directly targeted and reached. In contrast, in the HIMO-approach related projects or the ‘Cooperatives 
Support Programme’ (by SPARK) we cannot completely be sure that all the beneficiaries were food 
insecure. The SPARK survey among beneficiaries showed that extra income was being used on education, 
transportation or weddings and not firstly to buy food, as would have been expected for the most food 
insecure. 
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Figure 3-3: Rwanda intervention method and effects 


 


There is a potential for creating synergies between projects directly targeting the food insecure and projects 
that target the institutional level, aiming for an indirect effect. However, such synergies cannot be expected 
to emerge by themselves; projects need to be aligned in terms of their theories of change and be developed 
carefully to build on each other’s results.  


We observed however that projects in the EKN programme seem quite scattered; projects do not work 
together and may not strengthen each other’s impact even if they are active on the same EKN output and 
in the same district. In the future it should be considered to take a more leading role as a donor in the 
coordination between the projects to maximize the impact of the projects on the outputs and the overall 
objective of the programme. 


  


Centralized 
GoR


(LODA, RNRA) 


Decentralized GoR (districts) 


Intermediate reach 
(e.g. through GoR 
policy and staff 
training) 
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(Food insecure) 
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practices, use of 
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3.4.2 Synergies between centrally and decentrally managed projects 


Since we did not systematically analyse centrally managed projects in Rwanda41, we cannot comment on the 
synergy between central and decentral projects in detail. During interviews with EKN staff we learned that 
the embassy is in most cases informed timely by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs when a programme 
/ project is financed centrally. Nevertheless, it sometimes occurs that EKN is not informed upfront of new 
projects. One of the main reasons for this appears to be that some projects are not perceived as being 
related to food security and the role of EKN, whereas they do follow the intervention logic of EKN and 
have a strong link with food security. This misinterpretation can in some cases lead to miscommunication 
and hinder collaboration. It is therefore crucial that coordination between central and decentral managed 
projects is well managed to increase total impact and prevent misunderstandings, double overhead and 
additional work.  


During our end line interviews with EKN it was mentioned that food safety requires: 


- Involvement of private sector; e.g. certification of good products 


- Research. 


An example of a project that promotes private sector development and research is the Dutch NICHE 
programme (Netherlands Initiative for Capacity development in Higher Education). NICHE is an innovative 
programme that promotes research and vocational education and has a large involvement of the private 
sector in it. Partners of NICHE (which is a centrally managed programme) are: 


- University of Rwanda (local level); 


- the workforce development authority (vocational authority in Rwanda); 


- one private university involved in applied sciences.; 


- global level: Consortium of Dutch Lead organizations such as Erasmus School of Management, TU 
Delft, DV Plant, Qpoint and SNV. 


For EKN this partnership is a good opportunity to bring research from the Netherlands and the consortium 
of organizations from abroad and Rwanda together. EKN wants Dutch companies that are working on 
food security in Rwanda to support and give guidance to the agriculture sector in Rwanda. Examples are 
Hollanda fair foods (producing potatoes) and DSM (coming to Rwanda for a plant for baby food). These 
synergies are not directly part of the food security programme, but may contribute to food security. EKN 
staff monitor these activities, so they can detect successful approaches and explore how these 
cooperations contribute to the MASP. 


 
 


41 “Centrally managed projects” refers to projects initiated by Dutch government International Development 
programmes that are managed by or for the MFA in The Hague, as opposed to the EKN food security programme which 
is managed “decentrally”, i.e. in Rwanda. In the original ToR for this evaluation, it was foreseen that centrally managed 
projects aimed at improving food security would be part of the evaluation. However, IOB decided in 2015 not to include 
centrally managed projects in the evaluation scope. 
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3.4.3 Synergies between the Dutch food security programme and food security-related 
activities of GoR 


We noticed a link between the Dutch food security programme and food security-related activities of the 
GoR. EKN seems to contribute in most of the projects to the national policy of GoR and even directly supports 
government institutions such as LODA, EARP as well as the institutions targeted by capacity building for food 
security, i.e. Ministry of Trade and Industry (MINICOM), Rwanda Bureau of Standards (RBS), Rwanda 
Cooperative Agency (RCA) and Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB). 


GoR has a strategy for economic development and poverty reduction. The focus is on rural economic 
transformation, but there is also an emphasis on private sector development. GoR wants to stimulate the 
private sector to play a larger role in agriculture business. Capacity building of private sector therefore 
remains an important intervention and EKN is supporting this approach through the various projects related 
to capacity building. 


In addition, the GoR tries to stimulate more jobs outside agriculture (off-farm jobs) or to modernize 
agriculture, to diversify the options of the young population on the labour market since this sector is not 
that popular among the youth (15-24) in Rwanda, which make up 19% of the population42. By 
modernizing the agriculture sector, it is expected that this will attract more young people and stimulate an 
increase in job creation, increase of income and in this was improved availability and access of food. In 
addition, the GoR has taken several measurements in line with its national standardization policy to 
improve food quality and safety. This has also been an aspect of one of the EKN projects such as Skills 
Development.  


With the new MASP EKN has adjusted its approach to realize synergies, since it noticed that not all 
parties were supporting the choices made for the projects in MASP 2012-2015. Now EKN aims at 
strengthening agricultural value chains. EKN’s ambition is to be involved in all the chains until the input 
supply, which is rather ambitious. With this approach EKN wants to stimulate the ‘thinking in processes’ 
rather than thinking in terms of isolated projects. EKN has written 6 concept notes on what it refers to as 
Strategic Directions for improving food security: 


- Interim coordination; 


- Nutrition sensitive agriculture development; 


- Supply chain orientation, connecting public and private actors; 


- Integral approach to natural resource management aimed at higher overall long-term productivity, 
including sustainable land use, reforestation (e.g. PAREF projects) and water use; 


- Aligning programmes that focus on the same target group, e.g. Unicef programme including 
private sector and TVET to interest children already on a young age for the private sector; 


- Infrastructure combined with economic development opportunities and markets (LODA, feeder 
roads), involving consumers more directly in their role as ultimate beneficiaries. 


42 CIA World Factbook, Ibidem 
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3.4.4 Synergies between the Dutch food security programme and other Dutch policies and 
programmes 


EKN staff are familiar with other Dutch central policies such as the Dutch Good Growth Fund (DGGF, 
financing for SMEs) and the Development Related Infrastructure Investment Vehicle (DRIVE). We also 
learned with regard to DGGF that EKN does have questions on how the fund can contribute to the 
situation in Rwanda. EKN recommends a more frequent exchange of information between centrally 
managed programmes and EKN to be able to promote them better in Rwanda. In conclusion, we find very 
limited synergies between the Dutch food security programme and other Dutch policies and programmes 


 
3.5 Effectiveness of the programme (evaluation question 3) 
 


One of the most important questions to be answered in order to assess the impact of this programme, is 
‘What are the effects of the Dutch country programme on food security?’. In this section we will address this 
third evaluation question first based on our main findings of the end line assessment of the EKN portfolio 
before presenting the cost-efficiency (evaluation question 4). 


For each project we analysed to what extent the anticipated outputs and outcomes have been achieved. In 
order to do so, we used desk research, the self-evaluation performed by the project implementers and 
our end line evaluation fieldwork (interviews with EKN staff and project implementers, as well as 
interviews with project participants and focus group discussions in the projects evaluated in-depth). In 
addition, we defined per project the general impact of the project on food security and the sustainability of 
the project, by assessing the reported impacts using four aspects of food security: 


- food availability; 


- food accessibility; 


- food stability; and 


- food utilization.  


This resulted in Annex IX Project-level end line assessment, where our main findings at project level are 
presented. After the general assessment of the projects in Annex IX, we linked the project-level outputs 
to the outcomes in Annex XI to have a better insight of the individual results. In addition, we assessed 
the contribution to food security in Annex X for each project to define to what extent the project 
contributed to food security. 


This approach forms the basis for the presentation of the results in this section. We use these results to 
answer the sub-questions related to the impact pathway (achievement of results), outputs and outcomes 
achieved and improvement of the food security at the household level, to the extent data are available on 
this. With regard to food security effects, we rely on information from various sources: 


- information reported by project implementers in reports to the Embassy in the course of project 
implementation; 


- information offered by project implementers in response to a questionnaire sent by PwC and/or in 
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an interview with a PwC team member; 


- information/conclusions contained in reviews and evaluations conducted by external evaluators. 


This means that for the portfolio evaluation, food security effects have not been measured directly, but 
assumed in case indications exist in these three sources. 


The Annexes present the results at project level. In the next sections we will link the results to the EKN 
outputs to be able to assess the broader contribution to the EKN portfolio as a whole. We start in the next 
section by presenting per output the group of projects, their results that influenced the output and the 
manner in which they influenced it. 


 
3.5.1 Project-level effectiveness 


To what extent is the anticipated pathway followed / have results been achieved? 


In Table 3-5 we linked the food security projects to the three embassy outputs. In this section we 
address the results of the groups of projects contributing to the three main EKN outputs and in relation to 
their individual outputs, outcomes and contribution to food security. At the end of the description of results 
of each project we present our conclusions on the way it contributed to the anticipated pathway and food 
security. 


 
 EKN output 1: Improved infrastructure to produce, process, distribute and prepare food. 


 


Output 1: Improved infrastructure to produce, process, distribute and prepare food. 


1.1 Feeder roads built in labour intensive way 23743 – HIMO PDED II consolidation 
24371/25542 – Infrastructure investments  
25059 – Consolidation of marshlands 


1.2 Demand driven local economic development 24371/25542 – Infrastructure investments  
25195 – PAREF NL-2 


1.3 Improved land registration 23168 /23214– Land tenure regularisation 


1.4 Increased access to reliable and affordable 
energy 


19462 – PAREF NL-1 
19940 – Electricity roll-out access programme 


Table 3-5: Overview projects related to Output 1 


The table presents the projects contributing to output 1 and its sub-outputs. Eight out of the 14 projects in 
the portfolio (excluding CATALIST-2) contribute to output 1.  


In all projects under EKN’s Output 1, some form of the HIMO approach (described in section 2.3.5) has been 
employed. HIMO is seen by the GoR as a means to apply a solid and sustainable strategy to fight poverty and 
permit the beneficiaries to participate in their own development. However, some reservations must be taken 
into account. The effectiveness of the public works programmes is focused on the short term creation of jobs, 
through temporarily increasing incomes of the households in the targeted region. Without a continuation of 
HIMO projects, economic improvement is likely to end (Andrianjaka and Milazzo, 2008). No research findings 
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are available to substantiate the claims made regarding longer- term food security. McCord (2012: 92) points 
out that ‘‘there is little evidence of positive livelihoods or local economic development impacts arising as the 
result of the creation of Public Works Programmes assets”. For example, there are no longitudinal data 
showing an improvement in the economic and social situation of the targeted population after participation 
in a HIMO project. Public works programmes are also controversial. Some consider the programmes unethical 
because of paying participants below-market wages in an attempt to target the poorest, and 
counterproductive as net nutritional benefits are lower than nutritional value of wages being paid (Devereux, 
2016: 54). Additionally, the maintenance of infrastructural works is a major weakness of HIMO projects in 
terms of sustainability (KFW Entwicklungsbank, 2014 : 6). Without maintenance, the life-cycle of e.g. rural 
roads is short and leads to high costs for municipalities. The effectiveness and sustainability of the roads built 
using labour-intensive methods have not sufficiently been proven yet in the literature (KFW 
Entwicklungsbank, 2014: 1). 


In the next sections we present for each project a set of two tables. The first one is a summary of the 
main output and outcomes achieved for that project, the second one determines the level of food 
security improvement for that project. Afterwards we give a brief conclusion to the contribution of the 
project to output 1. 


 
3.5.1.1.1 23743 - HIMO PDED II consolidation 
 


The project aimed to increase food security by generating income for unskilled and the poorest Rwandans 
through labour intensive feeder roads development. Feeder roads were rehabilitated using relatively cheap 
labour force under the Cash for Work programme, providing temporary work to more than 26.000 
Rwandans. The construction of the feeder roads was also aimed at enabling better access to markets, thus 
better access to food at lower costs. 
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Objectives Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


Promote new 
opportunities for 
increasing agricultural 
productivity, access to 
markets, job and 
income diversification, 
while supporting the 
agricultural sector and 
food security. 


1. Rehabilitating roads and 
building new roads. 
2. Districts, SMEs and 
cooperatives are trained to 
maintain feeder roads by 
themselves. 
3. Protecting ecosystems and 
roads 
4. Generating income for local, 
poor Rwandese by creating jobs 
5. Employing women (target 
50%) 


 
Outputs: 
- 521.5 km of rehabilitated 


roads were properly 
maintained 


- 72.5 km of new roads were 
build 


- 2,653.8 ha of farming 
grounds have been built by 
the actions of agroforestry 
and erosion control 


- 26,278 poor people 
(including 13,785 women) 
were employed under the 
HIMO approach 


- 54%  of  the  employed 
people are women 


The outcomes of the new roads were 
easier movement of people and goods, 
easy access to markets for local 
products, increasing producer income, 
supply of raw materials, creation of 
income-generating activities. 


 
86 female entrepreneurs have initiated 
income-generating projects. 


When comparing the outputs with 
the final results from the survey it 
becomes clear that most outputs have 
been achieved, especially the target 
related to job creation under the 
HIMO approach. Additionally, 
ecosystems have been protected by 
output 3, thereby increasing the 
quantity and quality of agricultural 
production. 


Table 3-6: Overview project level objectives linked to outcomes – HIMO PDED II 


The next table assesses the level of food security for the HIMO PDED II project of Helpage Rwanda. 
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Level of food security 
improvement 


– 23743 HIMO PDED II consolidation 


Food security objective? Implicit, the main objective is the construction of roads. However, there is a direct impact on food 


security by generating jobs and thereby increasing income, which improves food security access. 


Better roads are used for transportation and contribute to a better availability of food. 


Number of direct beneficiaries, 


and targeting food insecure? 


26.175 people are (temporarily) employed, 26,278 in total. Extreme poverty level in participating 
regions decreased at about (2%). 
54% of women worked on the construction works and 60% to 70% were employed in tree nurseries 
and horticulture. 


Trainings were given to: 72 cooperatives, 4 SMEs, 17 committees of developed sites, 76 technicians 


and 100 female entrepreneurs organised in 5 networks. 


Increased food availability 


(likely/evidence) 


Yes, by building/ rehabilitating additional farming lands agricultural yields can increase. Due to the 


improved infrastructure transportation costs decreased and products have become wider available, 


at lower prices. 


Increased food 


accessibility 


(likely/evidence) 


Yes, as household incomes have increased they have better access to food. 


Enhanced food stability 


(likely/evidence) 


The stability increased because the beneficiaries were informed about the rational use of their income 


and saving-options. Rational use is linked to spending money on food and improving the diet. However, 


HIMO is a temporary approach to increase income  which means that if the additional income was 


not productively invested, the effects are not sustainable. 


Enhanced food utilization 


(likely/evidence) 


Likely, as roads are maintained and new roads created transportation opportunities have increased. 


Transportation costs have decreased. 


Private sector 


development 


(likely/evidence) 


Yes, Public and private institutions have been technically strengthened through trainings related to 


the implementation and monitoring of programme activities and rational management of HIMO. 


Districts, SMEs and cooperatives are trained to maintain feeder roads by themselves. 


Other (Policy letter 2014 


and MASP 2014-2017) 


- Aligned with MASP 2014-2017 objective 1. to improve infrastructure to produce, process, distribute, 


and prepare food. 


- Technical training with involvement of the private sector also in line with MASP objectives. 


Terraces and soil conservation in line with objective to fight degradation of ecosystems. 


Table 3-7: Overview project level food security effects – HIMO PDED II 


Conclusions: 


The HIMO PDED II project contributes to EKN sub-output 1.1. Feeder roads have been built in a labour 
intensive way. The anticipated pathway of the project has been followed, project results have mostly 
been achieved as well as a contribution to EKN output 1. The assumed effects of the project’s new and 
better roads are: easier movement of people and goods, easy access to markets for local products, 
increasing producer income, supply of raw materials and creation of income-generating activities. Enabling 
improved infrastructure to produce, process, distribute and prepare food as anticipated by output 1. 


In addition, the participating beneficiaries did earn incomes which gave them the opportunity to improve 
their livelihoods and living conditions in a diverse range of areas: health, housing, children's education, and 
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re-investment in agriculture, livestock, trade, other income-generating activities. The project contributed 
to an improved level of food security. The increased income led to increased possibilities to buy food, which 
could imply increased access to food. However, the employment period was relatively short, which 
significantly limits the chances of long lasting reduction of food insecurity. The scale on which people 
were reached is however relatively high and indicates that in a certain period of time there was an impact 
on more than 26,000 people. 


Overall we can conclude that project objectives as well as EKN output objectives have been met. Although 
food security was not the main project objective, the project had impact on the access to food and 
availability of food. The fact that the GoR supports the HIMO approach contributed to an enabling 
environment to achieve the project results. However, the main outcomes of this project can be in the first 
place attributed to the project itself. This will also be discussed in Section 3.5.2. 


 
3.5.1.1.2 24371/25542 Infrastructure investments 
 


The Infrastructure investments projects developed enabling infrastructures that can contribute to increased 
food security in districts. The anticipated pathways of LODA are derived from EDPRS 2 to realize 
sustained poverty reduction and economic growth. Project 24371 was a one-year support programme from 
2012-2013 which was followed by the 3-year programme 25542. The latter project is still ongoing and took 
part in the in-depth evaluation of this study. 
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Objectives Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


Improving 
infrastructure 
and 
investment 
opportunities 
at the local 
level 


24371: 
LODA has implemented and 
monitored over 600 projects 
effectively. 
- In     2012-2013:     89,725 


workers, including 42,734 
women and 46,990 men, were
 employed by 
contractors who executed the 
development projects. 


- The Vision Umurenge 
Programme (VUP) is a 
programme designed to 
accelerate the attainment of 
Vision 2020 targets by 
delivering cash transfers into 
the poorest households in 
Rwanda via District Support in 
the form of grants, public 
works in terms of wages and 
Financial Services. 


- A total of 4.658 households 
received newly treated 
terraces. 


- 9,625 individual latrines (96% 
of the target), almost 100 
water reservoirs and 752 
spring sources had been 
realized in 2012/2013. 


25542: 
Districts LED infrastructure 
projects completed; 
District maintenance plans for 
infrastructure projects 
developed. 


Anticipated outcomes for 24371: 
- Strengthened local economic 


development through relevant and 
adequate infrastructures 


- Improved food security through 
increased income generation at local 
level 


- Improved people-centered 
development approach though a more 
participatory approach 


- Improved district legitimacy on the 
local development agenda 


- DDP I infrastructure development 
targets consolidated and sustained. 


 
Anticipated outcomes for 25542: 
Local infrastructure projects are 
implemented and maintained by local 
governments to improve service delivery 
and advance local economic 
development (LED). Outcomes have not 
yet been reached, project is ongoing. 


The project has been successful in achieving 
most outcomes. 


 
Projects implemented or financed by LODA 
focus on decentralization and building 
capacity. Even though most projects funded 
by EKN dealt with investing in infrastructure, 
LODA believes they have an impact on food 
security as follows: 
- Consolidation of marshlands, building of 


terraces improve the productivity of the 
farmers 


- Food security for the population is 
improved as the population has better 
revenues 


- Job creation through HIMO approach 
(people employed for building the 
infrastructure) 


- Facilitation of commercial transactions and 
increase in the value chain. 


It should be note that these impacts are 
assumed by LODA, but have not been 
measured directly. 


 
Sustainability in terms of maintenance 
remains a challenge and point of attention 
(see also section 3.7 of this report). 


Table 3-8: Overview project level objectives linked to outcomes – Infrastructure investments
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The table assesses the level of food security for the Infrastructure investments projects of LODA. 


Level of food security 
improvement 


– 24371/25542 Infrastructure investments 


Food security objective? Explicit, by improving all kinds of infrastructure (roads, health infrastructure, education infrastructure, 


private sector, agriculture etc.) and using poor labour force, income has been generated to buy more 


food. Also, addressing food security through increased production of food (terraces, consolidation of 


marshlands). 


Number of direct beneficiaries, 


and targeting food insecure? 


24371: 2,416 individuals trained. 12,703 individuals received a loan. In 180 sectors direct support had 
been given to the poorest and most vulnerable households in total 43,671 (99,817 members). 
A total of 4,658 households received newly treated terraces 
Furthermore, 9,625 individual latrines provided. 


25542: May 2016 that 54,073 direct beneficiaries have been reached, among which the 23,017 


women and 31,056 men in the financial Year 2014-15. 


Increased food availability 


(likely/evidence) 


By agriculture interventions, such as land consolidation and selected seeds policy to increase the 


agriculture production, food availability and security is addressed. 


Increased food accessibility 


(likely/evidence) 


Yes, land consolidation increases production and income. In addition, jobs have been created and 


loans have been granted. The increased income of households in the targeted districts will lead to 


better food accessibility. 


Enhanced food stability 


(likely/evidence) 


Yes, as the project includes activities to consolidate land, construct a dam sustainable agricultural 


production is promoted. Additionally, the project aims to ensure the sustainable supply of Drinking 


Water and Sanitation Services to rural populations. 


Enhanced food utilization 


(likely/evidence) 


No indication but likely, when food production increases post-harvest handling does as well. 


Private sector development 


(likely/evidence) 


Yes. An improved enabling environment should contribute to local economic development. LODA also 


sensitizes population on the culture of making savings and working with banks and micro-finance 


institutions through Financial Services. 


Other (Policy letter 2014 and 


MASP 2014-2017) 


- Locally-based, participatory approach in line with regional focus. 
- Programme is in line with objective 1 MASP 2014-2016 to increase infrastructure related to food 
security. 


- The energy projects will no longer be supported according to the new MASP 2014-2017 
- In line with new MASP’s focus on youth unemployment. 


Table 3-9: Overview project level food security effects – Infrastructure Investments 


 Conclusions: 


The Infrastructure projects contribute to EKN sub-output 1.1 Feeder roads built in labour intensive way 
and sub-output 1.2 Demand driven local economic development. LODA contributes to the EKN outputs 
with the project outputs in terms of construction of roads, health infrastructure, education infrastructure, 
private sector, agriculture etc. Approximately 87.000 (temporary) jobs were created using rural labour force 
following the HIMO approach. By building markets and warehouses LODA enabled demand driven local 
economic development and offered farmers the opportunity to sell their produce and prevent post-harvest 
losses. The followed pathway contributed first of all to an increase in food access by generating more 
income for beneficiaries. Secondly food availability was directly increased through terraces which improved 
the agricultural production of farmers. Overall we can conclude that this project contributed in two ways 
to the EKN output objective 1: infrastructure was built using the HIMO approach and demand driven local 
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economic development took place focusing also on food production and food processing. Since the 
project is working as an intragovernmental funding programme, there is a strong synergy between the 
projects. Project results tend to be attributed mainly to this project, however it is important to note that 
other projects in the same area with similar objectives can influence each other. We saw this in the 
Muhanga districts were several projects were using the same approach, such as kitchen-gardens, terraces 
etc. which is also a way of working in other projects. 


3.5.1.1.3 25059 - Consolidation of marshlands 


The Consolidation of marshlands project is a follow up of the ESIRU project I and II (Establishing a 
System of Integrated Resource Utilization), an earlier investment in strengthening soft infrastructure 
and investments in marshlands. The overall goals for this programme were poverty reduction, reduced 
malnutrition and self-reliant continuation of development The consolidation phase aimed to improve 
the capacity of users (farmer cooperatives, water user organizations and district staff) and infrastructure 
maintenance. This project was part of the in-depth evaluation with focus group discussions. 


Objectives Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


Poverty reduction, 
reduced 
malnutrition   and 
self-reliant 
continuation of 
development 
initiatives” 


1. Ensure infrastructure 
around the Marshlands is 
consolidated and functioning: 
irrigation schemes, dams, 
terraces, infiltration galleries, 
roads and rice platforms as 
well as the rice mill (latter not 
financed by EKN) 
2. Capacity building local 
government authorities 
3. Strengthen influence of 
women within cooperatives 
and water users associations 
(SACCO project) 


1. Complete productive marshlands and 
hillside infrastructure and to enable 
beneficiaries and local government 
authorities to take full responsibility and 
ownership of these works 
- Indications are the income (Esiru) has not 


increased by 50% (increase of 30% excl. 
income terraces), but the impact has 
been large. 


- Increase of 50% in rice production (5.5 
t/ha) 


- 100% of the rice-lands is utilized 
- Rice harvests twice a year 
- Improved irrigation schemes 
2. Sustained reduction of poverty, 
enhancement of food security and self- 
reliant continuation of development 
initiatives. 
3. More women employed and better 
access to finance. In all Water User 
Associations 42% of leaders are women by 
the end of 2014 


The project results show that the 
outputs have been met. 
The farmers were taught and guided in 
constructing soil conservation 
structures to address the problem of 
erosion in the area. Rice production has 
substantially increased. The 
comprehensive involvement of users 
and local government authorities (LGA) 
during all project phases was a key 
success factor in the consolidation 
phase. The first outcome has been 
successful and is reached. 
Second, The project has improved the 
food security situation of households 
in many ways. According to the district 
agronomist in Muhanga 
Welthungerhilfe had achieved its goal 
by 100% that of increasing production 
among the farmers. The marshlands 
were consolidated and put into 
productive use. 
Third, the influence of women within 
cooperatives and water user 
organizations has been strengthened. 


Table 3-10: Overview project level objectives linked to outcomes – Consolidation of Marshlands
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The next table presents the level of food security for the Consolidation of Marshlands project implemented 
by Welthungerhilfe. 


Level of food security 


improvement 


– 25059 Consolidation of Marshlands 


Food security objective? Explicit, increase food production and increase income to contribute to poverty reduction 


Number of direct beneficiaries, 


and targeting food insecure? 


- 12 Marshland cooperatives: 6,250 members, of which 2,638 are women, reach: 35,000 direct 
beneficiaries; 
- 6 WUO: 5,939 members, of which 2,439 are women; 
- 872 users of erosion protected hillside / terraces: 2,000 households, reach: 10,000 direct 
beneficiaries; 
- 17.494 people participated in the Cash for Work program 


- 500 Local government authorities. 


Increased food availability 


(likely/evidence) 


Yes, agricultural yields have increased. Rice yields have improved from 1--2 to 5.5 t/ha. Additionally, 


diversified food and cash crops have been introduced and supported (pineapple, beans, cassava, 


maize, geranium, fruits, etc.). 


Increased food accessibility 


(likely/evidence) 


Yes, incomes have increased by the creation of jobs (HIMO project). Due to higher production rates 


an increase in income of 50% in Esiru cooperatives, thereby improving purchasing power of 


participating households. 


Enhanced food stability 


(likely/evidence) 


Yes, project is sustainable as farmers have received agricultural training to increase and diversify their 


production. The marshlands were consolidated and put into productive use. 


Enhanced food utilization 


(likely/evidence) 


Several new shops and processing units have been opened in the project areas. 


Private sector development 


(likely/evidence) 


No information 


Other (Policy letter 2014 and 


MASP 2014-2017) 


- Programme is sustainable as farmers are trained to improve their agricultural techniques and soil 


erosion is combatted. Food security is also increased. 


- A locally-based participatory approach has been adopted in line with regional focus of the new 
policy letter. 


Table 3-11: Overview project level food security effects – Consolidation of Marshlands 


Conclusions: 


Consolidation of Marshlands projects contribute to EKN sub-output 1.1 Feeder roads built in labour 
intensive way. The project used the HIMO approach and employed about 20.000 persons under Cash 
For Work (CFW). 130 km of feeder roads were constructed. The project has directly improved the food 
security by increasing the income of beneficiaries, which improved their access to food. Moreover, farmers 
increased their food production, leading to more food availability. This will be addressed in more detail 
under output 2. EKN output objective 1 was met and infrastructure to produce, process and distribute 
food was improved. Regarding the used HIMO approach, project results cannot be solely attributed to 
this project, first due to the strong support of the GoR to this approach and second because other projects 
use HIMO as well. So several factors may have had an effect on the project results. However it is unlikely 
that participants in the project were simultaneously involved in other projects as well. So for them the 
results lead directly back to the WHH project. 
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3.5.1.1.4 25195 – PAREF NL-2 


PAREF NL-2 implements the national forest policy to contribute to poverty alleviation, economic growth 
and environment protection. Specifically, the project focuses on qualitative and quantitative management 
of forest resources for biomass energy in the 9 districts. PAREF NL-2 is a follow up project for PAREF NL-1 
and was implemented by the Rwanda Natural Resource Authority (RNRA). 


Objectives Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


Quantitative   and 
qualitative 
degradation  of 
forest resources is 
well managed and 
Rwanda's needs 
for wood fuel are 
better met. 


1. Organizational forest management 
capacities at district and sector level are 
improved; 
2. The forest cover in the 9 districts on 
public and private land is increased; 
3. Lessons are learned by experimenting 
with participatory forest management 
on public land at pilot area level. 


1. Organizational forest 
management capacities at 
district and sector level are 
improved; 


2. The forest cover in the 9 
districts on public and private land 
has increased; 
3. Lessons are learned by 
experimenting with participatory 
forest management on public land 
at pilot area level. 


PAREF NL-2 builds on and expands the 
achievements of PAREF NL-1. In 
PAREF NL-2 the forests managed by 
the districts and forests in private 
hands are also part of the project 
scope. The programme is thought of 
indirectly addressing food security. 
Reforestation and protection of 
watersheds and rivers prevents soil 
erosion. This means fertile land for 
agricultural use is protected, thereby 
leading to higher agricultural 
production. Consequently, food 
security is improved. The HIMO 
approach generates jobs and income, 
also benefiting food security. The 
indirect link between, on the one 
hand, more charcoal and fuel wood 
and, on the other hand, food security 
is not proven. The project adopted a 
participatory management approach 
and an HIMO approach that have 
both enabled job creation and extra 
revenues for local households, who in 
turn have more to spend on food. 


The project started with some delay, 
in August 2013. This means that there 
was a gap between PAREF NL-1 and 
the current project. As the project 
started with maintenance of young 
trees planted during PAREF NL-1, 
these tasks were delayed and in some 
cases led to young trees being 
damaged by cows or weeds. 


The project will run until December 
2016. Therefore the complete results 
of the project are not available at the 
time of this evaluation. 


Table 3-12: Overview project level objectives linked to outcomes – PAREF NL-2 
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The food security impact is presented in the next table. 


Level of food security 


improvement 


– 25195 PAREF NL-2


Food security objective? Explicit, reforestation increases food availability and job creation increases food accessibility 


Number of direct beneficiaries, 


and targeting food insecure? 


Project targets districts with a relatively high poverty level. Direct beneficiaries are workers employed 


under the HIMO approach (at least 30% of the HIMO workers should be women). 


Increased food availability 


(likely/evidence) 


Reforestation contributes to soil preservation and fight against erosion which in turn leads to higher 
agricultural production and thus may allow smallholder farmers to increase the food security of their 
families. 


Increased food accessibility 


(likely/evidence) 


Similar to PAREF NL-1. Job creation allows for an increase in income, also benefitting food availability. 


Enhanced food stability 


(likely/evidence) 


Reforestation and better management of watercourses protects land for agricultural use, thereby 


increasing production and food stability. 


Enhanced food utilization 


(likely/evidence) 


No evidence 


Private sector development 


(likely/evidence) 


Improving management of privately owned forests (in PAREF NL-2 the forests managed by the 


districts and forests in private hands are also included, contrary to PAREF NL-1). 


Other (Policy letter 2014 and 


MASP 2014-2017) 


- Participatory forest management, adopting a local/regional approach. 


- In line with focus on degradation of ecosystems and carbon reduction. 


Table 3-13: Overview project level food security effects – PAREF NL-2 


 Conclusions: 


The PAREF NL-2 project contributed to sub-output 1.2 ‘Demand driven local economic development’ of 
EKN output 1. The project focused on participatory forest management, involving the districts and the 
local population in the decision of where forests should be planted. Families and households were 
involved in reforestation through HIMO, which provided jobs to the population and helped them to 
temporarily increase their income. In addition, agro-forestry, protection of the watersheds and 
protection of rivers contributes to soil preservation and fight against erosion which in turn leads to 
higher agricultural production and more food availability. For the local demand for charcoal with new 
techniques only 50% of the amount of trees cut is necessary to produce the same amount of charcoal. 
For charcoal makers this implies a significant increase in productivity and income. 


PAREF NL-2 did not meet all the project objectives; the project contributed to enabling factors for 
environment protection and sustainability, which are part of the new Dutch food security policy, but not 
yet described as such in the current EKN MASP. However, the project contributed directly to increased 
food availability. Results of this project are partly related to the previous project PAREF NL-1. Also, erosion 
prevention is an important objective in several other projects and was tackled through the 
construction of terraces. This makes it difficult to state that changes are only the achievement of this 
project. 
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3.5.1.1.5 23168/23214 Land tenure regularisation 


This project is implemented by DFID supported by other donors such as EKN to support the efforts of the 
Rwanda Natural Resources Authority (RNRA). The objective of the project is to issue land titles to 
Rwandan people and make sure there is a sustainable land system and administration. Other objectives 
are also to help reducing poverty, increase social harmony and make access to financing easier. 


Objectives Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


Issue land titles to 
Rwandan people 
and make sure 
there is a 
sustainable land 
system and 
administration. 
Others: help 
reducing poverty, 
increase     social 
harmony and 
make access to 
financing easier. 


1. By 2015, 92% of all Rwandese 
landholders (,.5 million) have been 
secured in unchallenged possession of 
their property, which is below the 
2015 target of 96%. In total 11,000 
claims on the register were handled, 
of which the majority was brought to 
an acceptable resolution after 
mediation. 7,164,676 titles have been 
issued. 
2. Despite some delay all 30 district 
offices were connected to the Land 
Administration Information System 
(LAIS). In the course of 2015, all 416 
post holders were trained. However, 
no information is available about the 
impacts on agricultural 
transformation. 


1. Granting legally valid land title 
documents and minimizing land 
disputes by 2015 
2. Establishment of institutions and 
systems for land management, 
adequately accommodated with 
required skilled people and 
equipped at the district level. 


The programme has generally 
achieved the objectives. Although 
slightly lagging behind, 92% of the 
landholders has been registered and 
all 30 district offices were connected 
to the Land Administration 
Information System (LAIS). RNRA 
foresees an important impact on food 
security as the land registration 
allows for governing the land use in a 
more efficient and sustainable 
manner. Yet, the real impact is still 
unclear as no systematic information 
is available on e.g. land disputes, 
access to finance or productivity of 
farmland. 


Table 3-14: Overview project level objectives linked to outcomes – Land Tenure Regularisation 


The level of food security improvement is shown below. 
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Level of food security 


improvement 


– 23168/23214 Land tenure regularisation 


Food security objective? Explicit, land registration allows for governing the land use in a way that enhances food security for 


the district inhabitants. 


Number of direct beneficiaries, 


and targeting food insecure? 


Rightful landholders in 30 districts 
92% of all Rwandese landholders have benefited from the project. 


7,164,676 direct beneficiaries reached. 


Increased food availability 


(likely/evidence) 


Stronger rights combined with collateral loans will lead farmers to invest more and improve their 
production processes. 
As a result, higher yields of the land and better use of inputs are to be expected. 


Increased food accessibility 


(likely/evidence) 


Higher productivity will increase income and consequently food accessibility. 


Enhanced food stability 


(likely/evidence) 


Sustainable land management (e.g. protecting land from erosion) will lead to more food stability. 


Enhanced food utilization 


(likely/evidence) 


Likely, land registration leads to more responsibility and better utilization of land and food. 


Private sector development 
 


No information 


Other (Policy letter 2014 and MASP 
2014-2017) 


- Increased food security through higher productivity of land (Larger focus in MASP 2014-17). 
- Higher sense of ownership of land could increase protection of land against erosion. This is in line 
with the new policy letter’s focus on degradation of ecosystems. 


Programme uses a community based methodology. 


Table 3-15: Overview project level food security effects – Land Tenure Regularisation 


Conclusions: 


The Land tenure regularization project is the only project contributing to EKN output 1.3 ‘Improved land 
registration’. The project was launched to clarify land ownership, fight poverty and encourage 
investments in land. The project is still ongoing and RNRA foresees an important impact on food security as 
the land registration allows for governing the land use. Improved land registration enables farmers to rent 
land or apply for loans so, farmers can invest more and improve their production processes. Farmers 
are able to rent or sell their land at a fair price and use the land to increase their production, thus food 
availability. The extra income can be used to buy food that is not produced by the beneficiaries and thus 
improve food access. In addition, national and district governments can use the land registry to better 
develop policies aimed at improving sustainable and productive land use. 


The project was executed in close collaboration with GoR and is directly seen as an intervention of their 
national policy. As a consequence, and also due to the large number of people reached, we can state 
that achievements can directly be attributed to this project. 


3.5.1.1.6 19462 – PAREF NL-1 


The overall objective of the PAREF NL-1 project was the implementation of the National Forest Policy in 
order to contribute to poverty reduction, economic growth and environmental protection. The project 
was implemented by the Rwanda Natural Resources Authority assisted by BTC (Coopération Technique 


83 







Belge). The program focused its intervention on increasing the productive forest areas available, on one 
hand, and on a better utilization of fuel wood production, on the other hand. Under the program, it was 
decided to plant trees on new lands or convert forests which have become unproductive belonging to 
the public domain. 


Objectives Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


Quantitative   and 
qualitative 
degradation  of 
forest resources is 
well managed and 
Rwanda's needs 
for wood fuel are 
better met. 


Achieved 


- Total GPS forest project 
area achieved is 94% 
(goal was 90%) 


- Updated forest area 
maps 


- Sufficient forest dialog in 
JAF meetings 


- 10,524 ha of 
reforestation (goal was 
10,000) 


- Success rate of 
plantations > 80%. 4 
operator contracts were 
signed and staff was 
trained. 3 of the 
operators were paid the 
final 15%; 4th contractor 
was paid 7%, did not 
follow  prescribed 
planting distances. 


- Clear data on number of 
charcoal makers, they 
received organizational 
and material support 


- 90 charcoal makers 
trained 


- Use of more modern 
carbonisation  technique 
--> doubled quantity of 
charcoal 


Not achieved 


- Trainings held 
Management tools to 


manage the 
plantations are not 


available 


1. Plant trees on new lands or convert forests 
which have become unproductive belonging 
to the public domain. 


2. Build capacity of districts in implementing 
biomass energy plantations operations 
management and the application of relevant 
rules and regulation regarding decentralized 
forest management. 


3. Organise and train groups of charcoal makers 
in using more efficient and less polluting 
techniques for charcoal making. 


This project has achieved almost all 
of its desired results, except for the 
trainings. As the forest law and 
rules/regulations to base the 
development of management tools 
on were not yet approved and/or 
developed, training and making of 
training material (modules, 
guidelines) could not be implemented 
and training on the topic not 
implemented. 


The impact on food security was 
indirect and could not be measured. 
The survey states that the workforce 
selected consisted mainly of the 
poorest of the rural population and 
half of them were women. According 
to the survey, this contributed to the 
food security and education. 
However, the survey does not give a 
more sophisticated explanation. This 
link is obviously based on several 
assumptions. 


Table 3-16: Overview project level objectives linked to outcomes – PAREF NL-1
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The food security impact is presented below. 


Level of food security 


improvement 


– 19462 PAREF NL-1


Food security objective? Explicit food security objective 


Number of direct beneficiaries, 


and targeting food insecure? 


Institutional Support 
Direct: Central and decentralised government services, state and 9 districts. 
Indirect: Population of 2.8 million 
people. Forestation component 
Direct: Actors of fuelwood industry (because of creation of 4,000 jobs), especially vulnerable people, 
such as the landless, unemployed youth and women (= the food insecure). 
Indirect: Urban population, Farmers in reforested areas, benefiting from erosion prevention 
Valorisation component 
Direct: Charcoal producers (1,476). 


Indirect: All charcoal users. 


Increased food availability 


(likely/evidence) 


Newly planted trees protect fertile land against soil erosion, allowing for higher agricultural 
production. 


Increased food accessibility 
(likely/evidence) 


Indirect link by generating local jobs (HIMO approach), increasing income and thereby increasing food 
accessibility. 


Enhanced food stability 
 


Likely, increased incomes and higher agricultural production enhance food stability. 


Enhanced food utilization 
(likely/evidence)


Benefiting urban populations by securing domestic fuel supply (estimated at up to 8% of the domestic 
consumption in charcoal and 3% in terms of consumption of fire wood). 


Private sector development 
 


Yes, training and capacity building exercises, carbonisation training and 4,000 jobs created. 


Other (Policy letter 2014 and MASP 
2014-2017) 


- Project is in line with the Dutch Food Security Letter of 2014’s attention to degradation of 


ecosystems. The project contributes to increased sustainability by reducing CO2 through reforestation 


and improved carbonization techniques, as well as creation awareness among the population. 


Unemployed youth are direct beneficiaries of forestation component. 


Table 3-17: Overview project level food security effects – PAREF NL-1 


Conclusions: 


Most of the objectives of the project were achieved except those on capacity building where targets 
were not fully met. The project had direct effects on food security. The reforestation was performed 
under the HIMO approach which enabled beneficiaries to increase their income which was mainly spent 
on food, but also on education and weddings. On an environmental aspect the project resulted in 
increased agro-forestry by the local population. The newly planted trees prevent erosion, thereby saving 
fertile land for agricultural purposes and allowing for higher agricultural production than would have 
been possible without the project. Finally, the efficiency of charcoal production the project area has 
been significantly increased, allowing for higher production, lower market prices, less shortages and less 
CO2 exhaust per kg of charcoal produced. 


It can be concluded that most of the project outcomes and outputs have been achieved. The project also 
contributed to EKN’s output 1.4 ‘Increased access to reliable and affordable energy’. The charcoal 
production is more efficient now, the production has increased and on the one hand affordable charcoal 
has been realized, while on the other hand emission of CO2 has decreased. Through the increased 
income, access to food did increase and extra income could be spent on food. The project did need a 
follow-up programme and the achievements cannot solely be attributed to the first part of the project. 
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3.5.1.1.7 19940 – Electricity Access Roll-out Program (EARP) 


Objectives Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


Increase  access  to 
(renewable) 
electricity  for  rural 
households,  schools, 
health  centers  and 
administration 
offices. 


By the end of 2015 
562,942 connections 
were installed 
(nationally). 


- Availability of electricity has 
significant effect on daily routine of rural 
dwellers 
- Children shift their study time from 
daytime to hours after nightfall and school 
enrolment is positively affected 
- Increase in TV as main source of 
information 
- Better access to information leads to 
significant effects on gender aspects: decrease 
in women who think that it is justified that a 
husband beats a woman 
Households increase their home business 
activities, enterprises emerged and existing 
enterprises extended their operation hours, 
products and services. 


Overall: the number of SMEs have 
development and contributed to food 
security, water resource 
management, and job creation. The 
target of increasing connections in 
Rwanda to 415,000 has largely been 
met. 


Table 3-18: Overview project level objectives linked to outcomes – EARP 


The level of food security improvement is shown below. 


Level of food security 


improvement 


– 19940 Electricity Access Roll-out Program (EARP) 


Food security objective? Implicit food security objective 


Number of direct beneficiaries, 


and targeting food insecure? 


By the end of December 2015, EARP realized 562.942 connections nationwide (28% of population). 
Other targets that have been reached: health centres (+30% access to electricity 2009 vs 2015), 
schools (+18%) and administration offices (+65%). 


Yes, targeting rural areas where the majority of the population is active in agricultural activities. 


Increased food availability 


(likely/evidence) 


Indirect. Farmer practices /production can benefit from more and better access to energy, thereby 
increasing food availability. 


Increased food accessibility 


(likely/evidence) 


Similar to availability, food security might increase indirectly. Economic production in Rwanda as a 


whole could be stimulated which creates jobs and incomes, enhancing opportunities of increased 


access to food. 


Enhanced food stability 


(likely/evidence) 


Indirectly yes. If the connection are stable, food production, processing and conservation will also 


stabilise. 


Enhanced food utilization 


(likely/evidence) 


Yes, electricity helps post-harvesting activities and improves conservation. 


Private sector development 


(likely/evidence) 


Yes, more jobs become available through electrification. More machines can be used and this 


increases the amount of job possibilities. 


Other (Policy letter 2014 and 


MASP 2014-2017) 
In MASP 2014-2017 the focus on access to reliable and affordable electricity will be phased out EKN 
Kigali has therefore decided to stop funding the next phase of the project. 


Table 3-19: Overview project level food security effects – EARP 
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Conclusions: 


The EARP project is part of sub-output 1.4 ‘Increased access to reliable and affordable energy’ of EKN. 
Most of the project objectives and outcomes were met, though EWSA is still lagging behind with the 
number of the percentage of the population that has been reached (28% connected, vs 48% anticipated 
by 2018). The link with food security was rather implicit. The project focuses on rural areas, and the 
assumption by project implementers was made that most beneficiaries are rural households or involved 
in farming since this is the main activity in rural areas. As the country is dominated by agriculture and 
agri-activities, connecting rural areas will improve innovation and food production as well as food 
processing and services to farmers. The project contributed to electrification of agro-processing units 
and electrification of pumping water for irrigation. The project also contributed to, increased number of 
working hours, creation of small transformation units like agro processing units, grinding machines, 
plumbing machines, welding machine, mill machine, carpentry, etc. Indirectly the availability of food did 
increase. In addition, the project contributed to increased food access through higher income, which 
can be spent on buying more food. 


We can conclude that the project objectives have partly been met. The project did however contribute 
to the EKN output objective 1.4 and enabled an improved infrastructure to produce, process, distribute 
and prepare food. Because of the national scale of this project and the fact that there is no other 
institution providing electricity, we can conclude that achievements are directly linked to this project. 


3.5.1.1.8 Conclusions Output 1: 


The summary of the project objectives linked to outputs and outcomes shows that for the majority of 
the projects the outputs and outcomes were achieved. There are indications that projects related to 
output 1 have made a positive impact on the food security situation, but these impacts were not directly 
observed, nor were they measured in independently conducted project-level evaluations. Millions of 
beneficiaries were reached and the infrastructure hardware is still present. The projects under output 
1 in the EKN portfolio achieved the individual project outputs and outcomes to a large extent. Four of 
the seven projects contributed to the sub-outputs as defined by EKN. Though two of the seven projects 
did not have food security as a main objective, we can conclude that all the seven projects did have a 
direct link to food security (see annex VI) and affected the food security situation of beneficiaries in a 
positive way. Besides through the HIMO approach, which was used in almost all the projects in under 
output 1, access to food increased by the income generating activities of households in rural areas, 
enabling them to produce or buy more food. In addition, through the roads, it is now possible to easily 
transport food and enable better post-harvest handling via warehouses etc. In this way the food access 
and food availability have improved as well. 
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EKN output 2: Strengthened capacity of government agencies, private sector and discussion 
fora 


Output 2: Strengthened capacity of government agencies, private sector and discussion fora. 


2.1 Strengthened agribusiness representatives 19462 - PAREF 1 
24871 – Capacity building for food security 
24730 – Linking farmers to markets 
25059 – Consolidation of marshlands 


2.2 Strengthened SMEs in agribusiness sector 19160 – Skills development and employment protection 
19815 – PROSKID 
23743 – HIMO PDED II consolidation 


2.3 Strengthened cooperatives 24730 – Linking farmers to markets 
25059 – Consolidation of marshlands 
25454 – Cooperatives support programme 


2.4 Strengthened (semi) government institutions 23743 – HIMO PDED II consolidation 
24730 – Linking farmers to markets 
24871 – Capacity building for food security 
25059 – Consolidation of marshlands 


2.5 Strengthened fora for discussion 19160 – Skills development and employment protection 
24371/25542 – Infrastructure investments 


Table 3-20: Overview projects related to Output 2 


The output 2 table presents the projects contributing to this output and its sub-outputs. Nine out of the 
14 projects in the portfolio contribute to output 2. Under this output we will find projects that also 
contribute to output 1. For those projects we left the table out of the section and refer to the tables 
presented in the section on output 1 above. If applicable, another conclusion will be presented to relate 
the results to EKN’s output 2. 


3.5.1.2.1 19462 – PAREF NL-1 (see output 1) 


For the table we refer to Section 3.5.1.1.6. Conclusions: 


PAREF NL-1 was expected to contribute to EKN output 2.1 Strengthened agribusiness representatives. 
Under this project several trainings and capacity building exercises were organized. The project 
implementers trained District Forestry Officers (DFO) and technical staff on nursing techniques, planting 
and harvesting. Trainings were also attended by the ministry staff (DFNC which became RNRA). Trainings 
dealt also with financial planning. Finally, this component also involved the setting up of District Forestry 
Management Plans. Due to the fact that existing DFMPs were below expected quality, the forest law not 
yet approved and rules and regulations thus not developed, the projects’ objectives in terms of 
development of management systems for biomass energy plantations and participatory forest management 
training were not attainable. Activities like DFMP revision (District Forest Management Plans), 
development of rules and regulations transferred to Phase 2, PAREF NL-2. 
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It can be concluded that the project outcomes and outputs related to capacity have only partly been 
achieved. The food security objective was explicit and was visible for the concrete activity of tree 
planting, preventing erosion and job creation (output 1.4). Specifically for the capacity building path 
(output 2.1), the link to food security can be made through the trainings of district staff and members of 
cooperatives (indirectly reached 511 members). An important achievement was the organization, 
recognition and structuring forest management groups for the management of the planting process, 
management of the reforested sites, the harvesting, processing and marketing of fuel wood. Though the 
project implementer BTC was not aware that the project falls under food security for EKN, we can state 
that there was a potential contribution to food security under PAREF 1. As already stated under 
output 1, this project needed a follow-up. That is why achievements cannot solely be attributed to the 
first project but are a joint effort of both parts. 


3.5.1.2.2 24871 – Capacity building for food security 


The National Capacity Building Secretariat (NCBS) is the GoR body in charge of coordinating capacity 
building for the entire government. NCBS provides a CB Handbook, monitoring and evaluation tools, 
coaching and mentoring and resource mobilization. NCBS was established in 2009 (then as Public Sector 
Capacity Building Secretariat (PSCBS)) to deal with capacity of public institutions in an effective and 
efficient manner and to foster accountability and transparency in service delivery. Involved organizations 
include: Ministry of Trade and Industry (MINICOM), Rwanda Bureau of Standards (RBS), Rwanda 
Cooperative Agency (RCA) and Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB). As from 2011 there was a larger 
focus on the agricultural sector in Rwanda to strengthen technical and organizational capacity in order 
to deliver effective services at individual, organizational and institutional level. 


89 







Objectives Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


Strengthen 
agribusiness 
representativ 
es  and 
government 
institutions 
(RAB 
(Rwanda 
Agriculture 
Board); RSB 
(Rwanda 
Standards 
Board);   RCA 
(Rwanda 
Cooperatives 
Agency); 
MINICOM 


1. A plan of Human Resource 
Development is 
implemented by 
MINICOM by 2013 


2. Management Information 
System (MIS) 
incorporating a food 
security module 


3. A functional Monitoring&
Evaluation (M&E) 


4. Training staff to draft laws 
and regulations for food 
security 


5. Amending policy and law
on cooperatives 


6. Making RCA decentralized 
policy and strategy 
available for cooperatives,
federations and 
confederations 


7. Advocacy strategy for 
cooperatives drafted and 
implemented 


8. Knowledge management 
system established at RAB 


9. RAB organizational 
structure is reviewed and 
made more operational 


10. Annual collaboration and 
monitoring meetings 
between PSCBS and 
agencies and training 


institute by Nuffic 


1. Strengthened capacity of MINICOM 
to enhance value addition and food 
market access 


2. Strengthened capacity of RBS to 
deliver on standardization and 
conformity assessment in the food 
security 


3. RCA strengthened capacity of 
cooperatives in crop intensification 
and market access 


4. Strengthened human capacity of 
RAB to increase agriculture and 
livestock resources 


5. Strengthened collaboration and 
monitoring by PSCBS concerning 
this  project  and  programme  of 
Higher Learning Institutions in food
security supported by Nuffic 


- According to the mid-term review in August 
2015, there is strong evidence of stable and 
efficient functioning of the project 
coordination and implementation capacity of 
all beneficiary institutions. So far, the project 
has been effective in achieving expected 
outputs and outcomes under MINICOM, RSB, 
and RAB. Limited effectiveness at RCA to-date. 
The value chain approach to public-private 
cooperation is not yet working, due to some 
limitations to the cooperation. 


- The RSB and RAB have strengthened food 
security in terms of accessibility and 
improvement of production factors. 


- Views regarding the understanding and how 
to use the concept ‘value chain’ was varied. 
The concept of value chain interlinked 
activities and outcomes and how they impact 
the food security capacity need to come out 
clearly and recorded. 


Table 3-21: Overview project level objectives linked to outcomes – Capacity Building for Food Security 


The level of food security for this project is displayed below. 
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Level  of  food – 24871 Capacity building for food security
security 
improvement 


Food security objective? Implicit link 


Number of direct beneficiaries 


and targeting food insecure? 


Not specified. 


Increased food availability 


(likely/evidence) 


NCBS’s support leads to sustainability of agencies and ministries and the setting up of standards. This 
may lead to an increase in sales of food. Additionally, RAB performs research that can lead to the 
definition of right, stronger varieties of crops or food. 


Increased food accessibility 


(likely/evidence) 


It is expected that an improved enabling environment will lead to more and better organized agri- 


business, especially agro-processing, (commercial) storage and food-related trade. Farmers will benefit 


from these improved circumstances; a concrete link is however not explained in the BEMO. 


Enhanced food stability 


(likely/evidence) 


No information 


Enhanced food utilization 


(likely/evidence) 


Rwanda Agriculture Board (RAB)'s investment has led to the improvement of production factors 


through capacity in extension services. It created a fertile ground for other food-security agencies to 


address post-harvest infrastructure and markets within the food value-chain framework. 


Private sector development 


(likely/evidence) 


Focus mainly on public institutions. The value chain approach to public-private cooperation is not yet 


working, due to some limitations to the cooperation. 


Other (Policy letter 2014 and 


2014-2017) 


MASP Corresponds with MASP 2014-2017 to strengthen government (and private sector) representatives in 
the field of food security/ agribusiness sector. 


Table 3-22: Overview project level food security effects – Capacity Building for Food Security 


Conclusions: 


In our classification this project contributes to output 2.1 ‘Strengthened agribusiness representatives’ 
and sub-output 2.4 ‘Strengthened (semi) government institutions’. The project outputs and outcomes 
have been achieved for a large part. Nevertheless, NBCS finds it quite complex to isolate effects of 
their activities, since NCBS also collaborates with other organizations and donors. There are also many 
actors involved. With regards to targets or beneficiaries, NCBS acts as a facilitator and only deals with 
agencies, so they are not in contact with direct beneficiaries. Farmers are beneficiaries of the project 
mainly through RCA and RAB. Projects are developed at district level with cooperatives. With regard to 
food security, NBCS agencies and ministries in the setting up of standards. This may lead to an increase 
in sales of processed food. RAB performs research that can conduct to the definition of right, stronger 
varieties of crops or food. An important objective has been to make the agri-institutions (RNRA, RCA, 
RAB, RSB and Minicom) work together. This is working, but with some difficulties and NBCS is looking for 
ways to improve the collaboration. 


Supporting the anticipated pathway, the project contributes to output 2 ‘Strengthened capacity of 
government agencies, private sector and discussion fora’. Agribusiness representatives and government 
institutions have been strengthened. The direct effect of increased food security for the population on 
the short term is in our opinion indirect. Nevertheless, on the long term it is important to have institutions 
in place that regulate the food chain and it will be necessary to support projects like this to make the 
whole value chain effective and sustainable. 
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3.5.1.2.3 24730 – Linking farmers to markets 


Linking Farmers to Markets (LIFAM) aims to strengthen the capacities of the Chamber of Farmers (CoF; 
the organ in which all agricultural associations (themselves made up of cooperatives) aim to coordinate their 
work) to provide a better job at their tasks including: playing a consultative and representative role for 
agriculture in policy discussions; provide information and training that improves producers' access to 
markets and to credit; promote the development of professional agricultural associations that help 
producers participate more effectively in agricultural policy making. The project started out as a Private 
Sector Federation (PSF) project working with the CoF. It is now a project within the CoF. Part of the 
objectives is to make the CoF self-supporting, based on the collection of membership fees paid by the 
federations. 


Objectives Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


To build capacity of 
the Chamber of 
Farmers (CoF) and to 
allow its members to 
develop knowledge 
and skills allowing 
them to be more 
competitive and to 
access profitable 
markets. 


1. Strengthened Chamber to 
advocate for and represent 
the farmers, improve 
service delivery capacity 
and Rwandan farmers feel 
they are well represented 
and served; 


2. Audit of knowledge, skills 
and competences of 
associations' members of 
the Chamber is conducted 
and plans to address the 
gaps are implemented 


3. Increase number of 
farmers starting an agri- 
business through a year 
basis contest. 


4. Publish study on access to 
finance by farmers. 


5. Platform to discuss access 
to finances/ meets twice a 
year 


6. A post-harvest specialist is 
recruited to assist PSF to 
elaborate a concrete plan 
on post-harvest 
programme possibly 


including subsidies. 


1. Farmers know PSF and CoF more than 
before; they have joined the 
cooperatives that have become 
stronger; farmer-members have 
become more knowledgeable (MTR 
Nov 2015). 


2. No information 
3. A business plan competition is foreseen 


but it has not started yet because they 
want to develop a new approach on
this topic. 


4. Providing guarantees on loans taken 
out by farmers did not work well. A 
significant amount of the project 
funding was consumed by guarantees 
called upon by the banks, as farmers 
did not understand they should repay 
their loans. 


5. Forums were co-chaired by the 
responsible of the Province. They look 
at constraints faced by farmers and 
come up with recommendations. 
Stakeholders meet twice a year. 


4. No information 


- The programme has contributed to 
capacity building through a skills 
audit and subsequent trainings for 
6,753 individual farmers and 137 
cooperatives belonging to 16 
associations. Additionally, four 
study trips have been organized. 


- Part of the objectives is to make 
CRF self-supporting, based on the 
collection of membership fees paid 
by the federations. Yet, this did not 
succeed. 


- Providing  guarantees  on  loans 
taken out by farmers did not have 
the anticipated results. 


- National representation of farmers 
has resulted in a regulated market 
for potatoes. Also, the project 
manager of the Linking farmers 
project served as CRF director for 
the duration of the project, but has 
now left the organisation, as project 
funding has ended, potentially 
leading to a loss of knowledge for 
CRF. 


- The impact on food security has 
not been measured, but the 
training, post-harvest and advocacy 
components are likely to have a 
lasting effect. However, the food 
security status of the participating 
farmers at the start of the project is 
unknown. Therefore a conclusion 
on improved food security is not 
possible. 


Table 3-23: Overview project level objectives linked to outcomes – Linking Farmers to Markets
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The table below shows the level of food security improvement for the LIFAM project. 


Level of food security 
improvement 


– 24730 Linking Farmers to Markets


Food security objective? Implicit link. 


Number of direct beneficiaries, 


and targeting food insecure? 


6,753 individual farmers and 137 cooperatives were trained; all are members of the 16 associations 


involved; The food insecure are not targeted directly; the project targets the Private Sector Federation 


and the Chamber of Farmers, and indirectly the members of these 16 associations. Whether they are 


Increased food availability 


(likely/evidence) 


Increased production and access to markets and competitive markets. economically sustainable for 
farmers. 


Increased food accessibility 


(likely/evidence) 


Indirectly, increasing business skills, access to markets and access to finance would lead to better 
production levels and more efficient business management, which in turn will have an impact on 
households’ income. However, it is not clear whether to what extent participating farmers (all 
cooperative members) were food insecure at the beginning of the project. 


Enhanced food stability 


(likely/evidence) 


The representation of farmers at the national level has resulted in a stable market price being set for 
Irish potato in Rwanda, leading to more stable production and prices year-round. 


Enhanced food utilization 


(likely/evidence) 


Investments in post-harvest facilities could improve food security if food can be better preserved and 
can thereby be more easily distributed. 


Private sector development 


(likely/evidence) 


With fora for dialogue, PSF has  linked farmers with banks, financial institutions, insurance companies, 


traders, buyers and Government leaders. No information on whether these links have successfully 


increased. 


Other (Policy letter 2014 and 


MASP 2014-2017) 
In line with the focus on increased capacity of government and private sector in the field of food 
security (agribusiness sector). 


Table 3-24: Overview project level food security effects – Linking Farmers to Markets 


Conclusions: 


The project contributes to output 2 through sub-output 2.1 ‘Strengthened agribusiness representatives’ and 
sub-output 2.4 ‘Strengthened (semi) government institutions. 6,753 individual farmers and 137 cooperatives 
of 16 associations were trained. The project aimed to increase business skills, access to markets and access 
to finance. This was supposed to lead to better production levels and more efficient business management, 
which in turn would have an impact on households’ income. However, it is not clear to what extent 
participating farmers (all cooperative members) were food insecure at the beginning of the project. Baseline 
findings show that not all the project outputs of Private Sector Federation and the Chamber of Farmers have 
had the desired outcome. For example, the Business Plan Competition partly had to be newly developed and 
was delivered behind schedule. Providing guarantees on loans taken out by farmers did not work well. The 
banks giving out the loans did not have an incentive to follow up when farmers did not make their payments, 
as they could simply call on the project’s guarantee. The farmers treated the loans mostly as “free money”, 
not realising they were expected to repay them. Thus, a significant amount of the project funding was 
consumed by guarantees called upon by the banks. In response, PSF no longer gave out guarantees in the 
final years of the project. Instead, only technical assistance was provided, as long as a bank had awarded the 
loan. This reduced the risk that the loan was not repaid, as the farmer receives training in running his business. 
Also, the financial risk remains with the farmer, not the project. Other results are a stable market price being 
set for Irish potato in Rwanda. This has in fact resulted in a regulated market, which solved the problem of 
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very low prices during harvest season, due to which potato farmers would have to sell below cost price. Now 
they can earn an income and save enough money to invest in seeds and agri-inputs for the next season. 


The impact on food security has not been measured by the project. Therefore, a conclusion on improved food 
security is not possible. Contributions to the functioning of government institutions are also limited. 


3.5.1.2.4 25059 – Consolidation marshlands (see output 1 for table) 


For the table of Consolidation of Marshlands we refer to Table 3-10. The conclusions are slightly different 
when the project results are related to output 2. 


Conclusions: 


Consolidation of Marshlands projects contribute to two EKN country outputs and four sub-outputs 
being: EKN sub-output 1.1 Feeder roads built in labour intensive way; 2.1 Strengthened agribusiness 
representatives; 2.3 Strengthened cooperatives and finally 2.4 Strengthened (semi) government 
institutions. 


The project has improved the food security on one hand by increasing the income of beneficiaries, which 
improved their access to food (output 1.1). On the other hand, farmers increased food availability. The 
rice yields improved at a rate of more than 4 times (from 1--2 to 5.5 t/ha). Produces were used to sell 
and for the own consumption. The project was not only teaching farmers how to grow rice, but was also 
promoting appropriate farming techniques for growing maize and beans on the terraces. The farmers 
were taught and guided in constructing soil conservation structures to address the problem of erosion in the 
area. In that way farmer households could increase the area of land available from growing crops and thus 
directly increase food production. During the in-depth interviews we spoke to representatives of 
cooperatives, water user organizations (WUOs) and district staff. The WUOs control the use of the dam 
water and ensure the dam infrastructure is maintained. The WUOs were working closely with the 
Cooperatives. The cooperatives allocated part of the farmers’ incomes to WUOs to facilitate them in 
performing their functions. The comprehensive involvement of users and local government authorities 
(LGA) during all project phases was a key success factor in the consolidation phase. The District monitors 
cooperatives to ensure that they perform their functions as expected. All the relevant stakeholders still 
maintain the infrastructure in a self-determined, inclusive and sustainable manner even though the project 
has ended. 


We can conclude that the project outputs have mostly been met, even though slightly lagging behind on 
some points. The EKN output 2 has largely been realized following different pathways in order to 
contribute to ‘strengthened capacity of government agencies, private sector and discussion fora’. Other 
factors such as the GoR favoring terraces and institutionalization of cooperatives, WUO’s did also impacted 
the realized changes in this project. 


3.5.1.2.5 19160 – Skills development and employment protection 


The overall objective is to strengthen the SMEs and to promote employment opportunities outside the 
agricultural sector. The project focused especially on improving the employability of TVET (Technical and 
Vocational Education Training) graduates. It is assumed that better vocational training will increase the 
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number of businesses (modern technologies, better understanding of labour market). This way the private 
sector will be strengthened. Another objective of the project is that improvement of technical skills of 
students will increase their knowledge and their chances of employability. 


Generally speaking, despite increased investments in TVET, there remains an overall scarcity of research 
in this area and specific knowledge gaps (Tripney and Hombrados, 2013). The widespread assumption is 
that the supply of skills creates jobs, but there is not sufficient evidence (King, 2013). A systematic review 
of TVET studies by Tripney and Hombrados (2013) has provided “some evidence to support the claim that 
participation in TVET improves the labour market situation of youth in LMICs, on average, when compared 
to youth who do not participate, with the strength of the evidence strongest for formal employment 
and monthly earnings”. However, this positive effect of TVET on youth is statistically small and cannot be 
seen as conclusive evidence of the effectiveness of TVET on youth unemployment outcomes. According to 
the Asian Development Bank (ADB) (2009), investing in skills is necessary but not sufficient to promote 
development; an enabling environment (economic, social and institutional) is deemed crucial. After building 
the right skills, a country should make use of their talent pool by shaping demand. Skills also need to be 
used at work efficiently and be maintained to prevent skills ‘evaporation’ (Sleicher, 2013). 


Objectives Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


1. The 
economic 
performance 
of MSMEs 
and non- 
agricultural 
employment 
opportunities 
has 
significantly 
improved for 
poor sections 
of the 
population. 


2. The 
employability of 
young
Rwandans,
especially young
women, is 
improved. 


1. A structured Public 
Private Dialogue (PPD) is 
established and a PPD 
Secretariat was launched 
(Results Matrix GIZ 
Report). 


2. A TVET strategy and an 
organizational framework 
for implementation are 
established and reflect 
the results of Public 
Private Dialogue (PPD). 


- 10,087 people, including 
4,815 women (48%), are 
trained by private-sector 
organizations 


- 9,034 people, including 
4,657 women (52%), 
received training as part 
of the Upgrade Your 
Skills (UYS) initiative 


- 69,342 jobs created until 
2013 (including 
temporary jobs) 


1. Three Public-Private Partnerships (PPP) 
were launched, leading to a total of 155 
male and female entrepreneurs and 
employees to receive training in financial 
accounting (GIZ Final Report). 


2. 
- The systematic inclusion of the private 


sector has been secured through the 
integration of work experience as part 
of the school-based training 


- Increase in credit and loans to private 
sector 


- From  95  (2012)  to  240  (2013) 
exporting companies in Rwanda 


- Investor Perception Index increased 
from 71 (2012) to 74.4 (2013) 


With respect to the 1st objective it is unclear if and 
how SMEs are actually strengthened. 


The 2nd objective has been completed. 
- Skills of trainees were improved 
- Employability of trained people increased, because 


of acquired skills 
- Companies  introduced  new  products,  provided 


better service, and got more income 
- Training  centre  increased  the  number  of new 


trainees 
The programme was not primarily aimed at poverty 
reduction, but it did make a contribution to improving 
the qualifications of young men and women, who 
therefore have better access to more productive 
employment and a more secure income. 
The programme has organised a campaign for women 
and girls to increase their participation in vocational 
training courses. 


Table 3-25: Overview project level objectives linked to outcomes – Skills Development and Employment 
Protection 


In the table below we present the level of food security improvement for this project. 
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Level of food – 
191 security 
improvement 


60 TVET Skills development and employment protection 


Food security objective? Implicit food security objective. 


Number of direct beneficiarie 


targeting food insecure? 


s, and Vocational training: 10,0870 people, of which 4,815 were women (48%). Job creation of 69.342. Number 


of food insecure people is unknown, the many trainings took place in rural areas. 


Increased food availability 


(likely/evidence) 


Increase of food availability and processing of raw products. This opened up new sales markets related 
to agriculture and income-earning opportunities for rural producers through the supply of their raw 
products to the processing enterprises. 


Increased food accessibility 


(likely/evidence) 


Creation of jobs and improving the qualifications of young women and men in Rwanda, who therefore 


have better access to more productive employment and a more secure income. This in turn improves 


their access to food. 


Enhanced food stability 


(likely/evidence) 


Contribution to increase in turnover of food processing 


Enhanced food utilization 


(likely/evidence) 


Increased number of food processing supermarkets from 16 to 106 (baseline vs. end line). 


Private sector development 


(likely/evidence) 


Creation of Sector Skills Councils (SSC) in collaboration with GoR, GIZ and private sector. 


Other (Policy letter 2014 and 
MASP 2014-2017) 


Similar to MASP 2014-2017, the project has a focus on youth unemployment. Technical and vocational 
training is integrated in the food security programme. 


Table 3-26: Overview project level food security effects – TVET Skills Development and Employment 
Protection 


Conclusions: 


The TVET Skills development and employment protection project is attributed to sub-output 2.2 
‘Strengthened SMEs in agribusiness sector’ and sub-output 2.5 ‘Strengthened for a for discussion’. Most of 
the project outputs have been partly achieved. There is a platform and room for dialogue and private sector 
is involved, but the platforms are still not yet fully operational. A mutually agreed TVET strategy and 
organizational framework as a result of the Public Private Dialogue was developed and labour Market 
Information System (LMIS) instruments are established. Yet the National Employment Agency has not 
been created. Almost 20.000 people in total have been trained. The project did make a contribution to 
improving the qualifications of young women and men in Rwanda, who therefore have better access to 
more productive employment and a more secure income. The latter leading to increased access to food 
and more food security. 


We can conclude that the capacity building part of strengthened SMEs and government institutions was less 
successful in terms of sustainable results. However, the impact on food security was present through the 
increased educational and labour market options to young Rwandans, improving their earnings and access 
to food security. Project changes were also influenced by other organizations such as the WDA with whom 
GIZ worked closely. In addition, other donors are highly involved in the TVET field. There have thus been 
other factors that might have influenced the project results. 
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3.5.1.2.6 19815 – PROSKID 


The overall objective of the ‘Promotion of skills development in partnership with the private sector’ 
(PROSKID) project is to support SME's growth through facilitating access to credit and assistance with 
management matters. The project also includes the promotion of technical and professional education, with 
a focus on apprenticeship/dual training and cooperation between public and private sector. 


Please refer to the previous section on project 19160 – Skills development and employment protection for a 
critical assessment of the TVET approach. 


Objectives Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


Support  SME's 
growth through 
facilitating 
access to credit 
and  assistance 
with 
management 
matters; 
promotion of 
technical and 
professional 
education. 


The project consisted of 
three components: 
1. Business Plan 


Competition (BPC) 
2. Internship programme 
3. Advocacy on TVET 


- 561 TVET students found an 
internship and 48% found 
employment after the internship. 


- PSF claims that around 1,000 jobs 
have been created. 


- 450 SMEs benefitted from Technical 
Assistance (trainings and facilitation) 


- Public and Private Partnerships have 
been established and the PS got more 
involved in the TVET education. 


- PSF organizes training sessions through 
the Chamber. It is about 1 or 2 days 
a year. It is a session on TVET and 
internships rather than a proper 
training session 


The BPC were established and according to the 
report, 1,000 jobs were created. The winners 
could receive a loan. However, according to the 
survey, there was a very low rate in the loan 
repayment and high defaulting rate. Also, only 13% 
of the beneficiaries of a loan have succeeded in 
maintaining their business. The number of 1,000  
jobs  could  not  be  substantiated  with 
evidence and appears to be based on 
assumptions of the project implementer. 
The 2nd and 3rd component seemed successful, as 
561 students found an internship and 48% found 
employment. The advocacy seems successful as 
PPP are being established. The key achievement 
is the coordination mechanism in place and the 
advocacy role. Study tours were organized and 


the TVET gained a positive public image. 


Table 3-27: Overview project level objectives linked to outcomes – PROSKID 


The level of food security improvement is presented below. 
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Level of food 
security 
improvement 


– 19815 PROSKID 


Food security objective? Implicit food security objective 


Number of direct beneficiaries, and 


targeting food insecure? 


Direct beneficiaries are 516 interns and 450 companies in business plan competition. Food insecure 


were not a target group. 


Increased food availability 


(likely/evidence) 


No information 


Increased food accessibility 


(likely/evidence) 


No information 


Enhanced food stability 


(likely/evidence) 


No information 


Enhanced food utilization 


(likely/evidence) 


No information 


Private sector development 


(likely/evidence) 


Direct focus on private sector development through granting loans, trainings and graduate internships 


at companies. Promotion of entrepreneurship and increase of employability of students. However, 


additionality is not clear, as no baseline data are available. 


Other (Policy letter 2014 and MASP 


2014-2017) 
In line with MASP 2014-2017 to focus on youth unemployment, thereby also indirectly improving food 
security. 


Table 3-28: Overview project level food security effects – PROSKID 


Conclusions: 


The PROSKID project can be attributed to EKN sub-output 2.2 ‘Strengthened SMEs in agribusiness sector’ of 
output 2. The project outputs have in general been achieved. 450 companies took part in the final stage of 
the business plan competition (BPC) which is slightly higher than what was expected (400). Even though the 
number of participants is higher than targeted, all results were not achieved and especially with regards to 
access to funds. PSF had assumed that people would repay their loan and that this money could be reused 
every year through the guarantee fund to finance new companies. So, it was problematic if a company 
wanted to have another intake. As a result, the guarantee fund was fully operational only during the 
first year of operations. Afterwards, PSF had to work with other banks. In the BeMo, With regards to the 
second component of the project (internships). 516 graduates got an internship in a company and about 
47% of the interns were employed afterwards. Baseline information of the situation before the project is 
not available, making it impossible to compare the results of the project to a situation prior to the project. 
The main focus of the project was not on food security even though business environment improvement, 
economic development and access to finance led to high revenues for households which in turn enable 
them to have better access to food. 


We can conclude that the project did strengthen SMEs in general (EKN output), however most of the 
targeted SMEs were not active in agribusiness sector. Nevertheless, increase job opportunities and 
internships improved the income situation of the participants contributing to an improved access to 
food. 
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3.5.1.2.7 23743 – HIMO PDED II consolidation (see output 1) 


The HIMO PDED II project contributes to EKN sub-output 1.1 and sub-output 2.4 Strengthened (semi) 
government institutions. Output 2.4 aims to contribute to the general goal of output 2, being 
‘Strengthened capacity of government agencies, private sector and discussion fora’. 


Conclusions: 


One of the project objectives was to train districts, SMEs and cooperatives to maintain feeder roads by 
themselves. Public and private institutions have been technically trained through the HIMO approach (72 
cooperatives, 4 SMEs, 17 committees of developed sites, 76 technicians and 100 female entrepreneurs 
organized in 5 networks). In line with objective 2 districts, SMEs and cooperatives have been trained to 
maintain feeder roads by themselves. The transfer of capacity has been done in favor of cooperatives, SMEs 
and districts. The objective of this project has been met, however we learned that a challenge has been the 
instability of the District technical staff periodically subjected to administrative changes. At end line (March 
2016) the capacity building program to Districts and partners is ongoing, under the coordination of the 
Ministry of Agriculture and Animal Resources (MINAGRI) and with the technical assistance from Helpage 
Rwanda to further strengthen the districts to perform work independently of any technical support. 


Overall we can conclude that the project objectives have been met, however capacity building is still in 
progress and remains challenging. In line with EKN output 2.4 semi government institutions have been 
strengthened, contributing to output 2. Though following the anticipated pathway of EKN, strengthening 
capacity of institutions, in our opinion, strengthening representatives of agri-business only indirectly 
contributes to an increase of food accessibility and food availability. 


3.5.1.2.8 25454 – Cooperatives support programme 


The project goal is to accelerate agri-business development thus promoting rural economic growth and 
generating jobs in the agricultural sector. Two approaches are used in this project: a selected group of 
cooperatives is directly targeted with coaching and training and a much larger cooperative group is 
indirectly targeted through capacity building of the Cooperative Support Network in the selected districts. 
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Objectives Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


1. To strengthen 
the capacity of 
cooperatives as 
well as new and 
existing 
agribusinesses 
2. To strengthen 
the capacity of 
the 
Cooperatives 
Support 
Network (CSNs) 
and relevant 
government 
agencies in the 
selected 
districts. 


1. General management &
organization support 
provided to selected 
cooperatives in the 
selected districts; 


Package of business services 
provided to selected 
cooperatives' and 
agribusinesses' 
entrepreneurs in the 
selected districts; Financial 
institutions' agri-finance 
products and instruments 
made available to 
cooperatives, starting and 
growing agribusinesses in 
selected districts. 


2. Market analyses in selected 
districts and market and 
business opportunities for 
cooperatives identified; 
Business Development 
Services for Cooperatives at 
existing or new CSNs and 
financial institutions 
introduced and/or 
strengthened; General 
Management & 
Organizational Capacity 
Services for Cooperatives at 
existing CSNs 
introduced/strengthened. 


The only tangible results (in 2015 at the 
time of the end-line visit) were the 
following: 
- Sales    volumes    of    participating 


cooperatives have increased by 39% 
between end of 2013 and end of 2015. 
Note: this figure applies only to Cohort 
1, consisting of 39 cooperatives. 


- 4,407 full-time jobs have been created in 
the cooperatives management sphere. 


- 125 part-time jobs have been created in 
agricultural activities. 


- Participation by women is good and 
over and above the government- 
imposed target of 30%. 


Project is still on-going (end date 
March 2017). 


The main findings from the MTR are, 
according to the end-line interview: 
- The grant fund under the access-to- 


finance component of the project did not 
work well, farmers did not repay their 
loans. 


- It is a challenge to align 
entrepreneurship with the collective 
interest of the cooperative’s members. 
For this reason, Spark coaches now work 
full-time, which is expected to yield 
better results. 


- A challenge for the cooperatives is 
member recruitment and retention. 
Also, the trickle-down effect of skills 
trainings provided by Spark is limited. 


The project has received additional budget 
and a one-year extension to repair this 
shortfall. 


Table 3-29: Overview project level objectives linked to outcomes – Cooperatives Support Programme 


Food security improvement is shown in the table below. 
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Level of food security 
improvement 


– 25454 Cooperatives support programme 


Food security objective? Explicit. Direct, targeting cooperatives of farmers. Accelerate agri-business development thus 


promoting rural economic growth and generating jobs in the agricultural sector. This will contribute 


to food security and stability. 


Number of direct beneficiaries, and 


targeting food insecure? 


4,718 total beneficiaries 4,407 full-time jobs created in the cooperatives management sphere. 


125 part-time jobs have been created in agricultural activities. 


Increased food availability 


(likely/evidence) 


Yes, sales volume of farmers have increased by 39% by the end of 2015. 


Increased food accessibility 


(likely/evidence) 


Yes, , the creation of jobs improved food security and accessibility. 


Enhanced food stability 


(likely/evidence) 


The relation between jobs and food stability is questionable 


Enhanced food utilization 


(likely/evidence) 


No information 


Private sector development 


(likely/evidence) 


Project aims to strengthen private sector through coaching, training and capacity building. 


Other (Policy letter 2014 and MASP 


2014-2017) 


- Aligned with MASP 2014-2017 focus on development of government and private sector in the field 


of food security/agribusiness. 


- Also in line with regional focus of new policy letter. 
Table 3-30: Overview project level food security effects – Cooperatives Support Programme 


Conclusions: 


The project was expected to be finalized in March 2016, but it has been extended to March 2017, partly 
because the effects initially observed showed a limited trickle-down effect of training of cooperative leaders 
to the members of the same cooperatives. The cooperatives support programme contributes to EKN sub-
output 2.4 ‘Strengthened cooperatives’. It can be concluded that not all the project outputs and the EKN 
sub-output have been achieved yet. It was noted that existing social groups of farmers were pushed to 
adopt the cooperative model as a result of government policy favouring economic development. Many 
farmers did not yet have a business mind-set, which demanded from the project implementers to develop 
a business mind-set first before actually providing business development services. As a result, the 
business development component of the project was delivered mostly to SMEs and much less to 
cooperatives. In relation to food security sales volume of farmers is reported to have increased by 39% 
between end of 2013 and end of 2015 leading to increased food availability of beneficiaries in 39 
cooperatives. Through the creation of 4,407 full-time jobs and 125part-time jobs in agricultural activities 
the income of beneficiaries has increased leading to better access to food and the full-time jobs 
contributing to sustainable food security 


101 







3.5.1.2.9 24371/25542 – Infrastructure investments (see output 1) 


The Infrastructure projects contribute to EKN sub-output 1.1, 1.2 and to output 2.4 Strengthened fora 
for discussion. 


Conclusions: 


The project provides funds to the GoR’s Local Development Agency (LODA) to utilise in its basket fund 
for local infrastructure investments and was implemented in a decentralized and participatory approach. 
With this approach LODA wanted to promote economic and social development. LODA develops tools, 
puts guidelines in places, monitors & evaluates the development of local government. In addition, it carries 
out feasibility studies and offers information on project progress and impact. In each district, there is an 
engineer in charge of monitoring, managing the funds and the progress of the projects. There is also a 
financial compliance team, with economists and sociologists involved in the projects. 


The decentralized approach of this project gave the opportunity to focus on the local needs and bring 
information from bottom-up (population – districts – LODA – GoR). This can be considered as a more 
participatory approach than was the case before in Rwanda. One of the project objectives was improved 
district legitimacy on the local development agenda: the projects are chosen locally by the districts who 
decide on the priorities for the district. In the Muhanga district (in-depth evaluation) we learned that 
there is a yearly performance evaluation in all the districts and that each of them sets up a performance 
contract with the staff and with GoR. After a year the districts are evaluated based on the results 
achieved. This gives them on the one hand more legitimacy on the local agenda, on the other hand it 
helps LODA and the GoR to discuss the points for improvement. 


Maintenance plans have been developed by districts already during the first phase of the project. In the 
draft final evaluation report of LODA to EKN (March 2016) we see that the execution of maintenance is in 
several districts not up to the desired level. The evaluation recommends to carry out regularly and 
preventive maintenance. It seems that this output is lagging behind. It can be observed that most of the 
project outputs have been achieved. In the latest phase of the project, maintenance remains a point of 
attention. Contribution to EKN output 2.5 seems not to be very clear. We learned that there is discussion 
within the districts, but not in what way there are discussion fora of for example farming cooperatives 
of dialogue between farming cooperatives and districts. Furthermore, as evaluators we do not see in what 
way the EKN output contributes to food security. Thus achievements under output 2 for this project are 
not very strong, the contribution to output 1 and to food security is much more evident. 


3.5.1.2.10 Conclusions Output 2: 


Projects related to output 2 “Strengthened capacity of government agencies, private sector and 
discussion” managed to institutionalize cooperatives, build the capacity of local government officers and 
private sector agents. Also young people have been trained and vocational training have been developed 
to improve the job opportunities of the youth and create more jobs for SMEs. 


Capacity building can have a long term positive effect. However, some important challenges remain to be 
overcome. In some projects capacity building seems to be a continuous process, while it is actually the 
ambition that the private sector or local government will be sufficiently equipped to put important 


102 







structures in place by themselves. The strong role of GoR in shaping, steering and guiding projects may be 
having adverse effects on private sector capacity building. 


Linking capacity building to the theory presented in chapter 2, depending on the target group, we 
cannot easily make a link with food availability or food accessibility. When targeting cooperatives and 
SMEs on local level, the link with food security it direct and clear. However, when targeting government 
bodies on central or decentral level, the link with food security gets more diffuse. The short term effects of 
capacity building on food security for the latter group seem to be limited, if they are not combined with 
concrete actions favouring food availability and food accessibility of the population. It is because of the 
multi-instruments of some projects like Infrastructure Investments or HIMO PDED II, that the project 
reaches its food security targets via output 1, next to the capacity building targets of output 2. If the 
projects were to follow only their output 2 activities, the link with food security would not be sufficient. It 
is recommended to EKN to revise the way projects related to output 2 should be structured, in order to 
contribute to food security. 


EKN output 3: Better access to healthy food for very young children 


Table 3-31: Overview projects related to Output 3 


The UNICEF project ‘Access to food for young children’ is the only project contributing to output 3 of 
EKN. Better access to healthy food for very young children, is supposed to contribute to reduced chronic 
malnutrition with very young children. 


3.5.1.3.1 25457 – Access to food for young children 


The overall goal of this project is to contribute to national objective of reducing stunting rates of under- 
five children in Rwanda from 44% in 2010 to 24.5% by 2018 as stated in the 2013 – 2018 Health Sector 
Strategic Plan (HSSP III). The objective of the programme is to reduce the stunting rates of children 
under-two years by 5% each year in targeted districts. Currently the project is still in progress. It has a 
twofold strategy. One part is to encourage parents to pay more attention to food and malnutrition and 
improve their behaviour towards their children (by setting examples, and nutrition-specific interventions) 
and supportive strategies (kitchen gardens, seeds distribution etc.). The second part relates to increasing 
the capacity of decentralized actors like district officials and Community Health Workers (better planning 
and monitoring skills and providing better care). 


Output 3: Better access to healthy food for very young children 


25457 – Access to Food for Young Children 


103 







Objectives Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


Reduce chronic 
malnutrition of 
children under 
two by 5% each 
year in ten 
districts. 


1. Establish Multi- 
sectoral 
coordination 
mechanisms at 
central level and in 
each target district 
to sustain the fight 
against stunting. 


2. Improve 
functionality of the 
M+E system to track 
the implementation 
of evidence based 
DPEMs interventions 
and their 
contribution to the 
reduction of 
stunting 


3. Monitoring children 
under two for 
stunting 


4. Organizing sessions 
on the importance 
of nutrition 


5. Providing trainings 
(Farmer Field 
Schools) to farmers 


6. Setting up loan
schemes managed by 
the beneficiairies 


As the project will only be completed at 
the end of 2016 not all final outcomes 
are available yet. 


The most important achievements by 
2014: there has been advocated for the 
establishment of a combined National 
food and Nutrition Technical Working 
Group (NF&NTWG); the DPEM is revised, 
a project baseline survey is conducted, 
and a capacity gap analysis of service 
providers is completed. Other activities 
are ongoing. 


As reported in the EKN program 2014 annual report, 


15 out of the 19 indicators have annual targets of which 


9 (60 per cent) are on track (green), 5 (33 per cent) 


are constrained (orange) and 1 (7 per cent – 


documentation of case studies, now planned for 2015) 


is not on track (red). 


An analysis of the FGD information also shows that 


the project objectives and results/ achievements were 


on track. This is evident from the fact that 


malnutrition rates in Muhanga District have reduced if 


a comparison is made between before and after the 


project was introduced. 


The impact on food security is not easy to assess as 
there is no data available yet. Final data on output and 
outcomes will come after the end of the project in 
2016. 


Table 3-32: Overview project level objectives linked to outcomes – Access to Food for Young Children 


In the table below we present the level of food security improvement. 
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Level of food security 
improvement 


– 25457 Access to food for young children 


Food security objective? Yes, objective of the programme is to reduce stunting (chronic malnutrition) rates of children under 2 


years by 5% (compared to existing level of 44%) by each year in targeted districts. 


Number of direct beneficiaries, 


and targeting food insecure? 


Targeting 9,930 households including pregnant women, lactating women and children under the age 


of two. 


Increased food availability 


(likely/evidence) 


Food availability increased to more technical knowledge of farming, growing vegetables, using 
fertilizers etc. No evidence available of an increase in production. 


Increased food accessibility 


(likely/evidence) 


Food accessibility addressed by  teaching women agricultural skills that make them more self- 


sufficient. Also, by sensitizing communities to join saving and lending groups. 


Enhanced food stability 


(likely/evidence) 


For the target group of young children food stability could increase since their food consumption 


attracts more attention and is given higher priority. 


Enhanced food utilization 


(likely/evidence) 


Yes, pregnant women/mothers have better knowledge of the nutritious value of food and learn how 


to produce and cook by themselves. 


Private sector development 


(likely/evidence) 


No information 


Other (Policy letter 2014 and 


MASP 2014-2017) 


- Focus on pregnant/lactating women to decrease stunting rates for two-year olds is in line with new 
policy letter’s focus on reproductive health. 


- In line with regional focus of new policy letter 


- Project contributes directly to food security. Trainings ensure sustainability and long-term effects. 


Table 3-33: Overview project level food security effects – Access to Food for Young Children 


Conclusions: 


The Unicef project has an explicit link to food security and direct impact on beneficiaries (food 
availability). 


At the time when the program proposal was developed, the most recent Rwanda RDHS survey, 2010, 
showed a prevalence of chronic malnutrition (stunting) among children under-five as alarmingly high at 
44%. This level dropped to 38% in 2014/15. Since the project is still ongoing, it is difficult to assess 
whether or not output and outcome targets will be met. For the in-depth end line evaluation, we 
visited the Muhanga district where the partner NGO CRS is active to reduce malnutrition. 


The project seems to have contributed to better food security of the participants using an integrated 
approach of: 


• Nutrition Education: This is mainly education on nutrition, health and sanitation, cooking
demonstration sessions, recuperative feeding and growth monitoring of beneficiary children under 2
years as well as sensitization sessions on the nutritional needs of pregnant and lactating mothers.


• Antenatal Sensitization – The project taught the importance of ante-natal care and more specifically
urged pregnant women to visit an ante-natal clinic at least four times before the birth of their babies.
It also stressed the need for male involvement. In the CRS operated antenatal clinics, women who
came with their male counterparts were given priority in being attended to.
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• Saving/lending activities which the beneficiaries own entirely. They raise a base amount that is
supposed to be contributed by each one of the participants. They then use these savings to lend
money to each other to use it to buy livestock, farming, school fees, in case of illness of for social
events. The loans advance to members are paid back with no interest.


• Improved household agriculture techniques where beneficiaries are taught better and improved
ways of farming, which also includes and not limited to use of fertilizers in their farms as well as
promoting the planting of vegetables and fruits.


The above mentioned techniques contributed to the awareness of mothers and fathers of young children 
with regard to use of farming techniques and quality of food to be offered to their children. For the in-
depth evaluation we conducted focus group discussions in Muhanga. An analysis of the FGD 
information shows that the project objectives and results/achievements were on track. This is evident 
from the fact that malnutrition rates in Muhanga District have reduced if a comparison is made between 
before and after the project was introduced. The malnutrition reduction was also evidenced by the 
testimonies from some of the mothers who said their children did not suffer from malnutrition anymore 
because of the project’s interventions. From the information provided by the female participants, the 
health status of mothers and children who participated in the project has improved. For example, the 
pregnant mothers now often go for ante-natal care and are able to eat a more balanced diet now than 
before the project started. 


It can be concluded that the EKN output goal is being reached. Malnourished children have, through 
their mothers, better access to healthy food. The food availability is improving, however, as we 
learned during the FGD in Muhanga district it remains a challenge to supply sufficient food for all family 
members to reduce chronic malnutrition. 


3.5.2 Contribution analysis 
“To what extent have the project pathway, alternative pathways, or other factors contributed to changes 


observed?” 


In this section we will discuss to what extent the changes observed can be attributed to the project or 
also to alternative pathways. We will list all the projects below and briefly present our analysis. 


19160 - TVET - Skills Development and Employment Protection 


In this project the project implementer GIZ had a close collaboration with the joint Workforce 
Development Authority (WDA) to stimulate private sector dialogue. In the project thousands of people 
received training and labor market instruments were developed in close collaboration with the Rwandan 
Development Board (RDB). The project pathway was thus a joint effort of several actors. 


We cannot state to what extent the project’s achieved result were influenced or were not influenced by 
other internal or external factors. There is the possibility that the following factors did also had an 
impact on the project outcomes on a positive or neutral way: 


• The other actors in the project may have continued the dialogue outside the reach of the project
and may have a positive multiplying impact on the project.
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• Beneficiaries may have received other trainings before or educated themselves via Internet. In
that way better education or improved job opportunities can not only be attributed to GIZ.


Observed results can therefore not solely be attributed to this project, especially with the high number 
of donors involved in other TVET projects. As a result, we cannot conclude on its contribution. 


 19462 - PAREF II (NL-1) - Programme d’Appui à la Reforestation de 9 Districts des Provinces du 
Nord et Ouest du Rwanda 


Reforestation, land protection and capacity building were important components of this project. 
Challenges were on the one hand shortage of public lands regarding realization of the planned biomass 
energy plantation area. On the other hand, the project was confronted with a lot of very small sites and 
long transport distances to reach them. This consumed a lot of time and money during the site 
identification, preparation and tree planting activities. The project in these situations concentrated on 
Roadside plantations, which may be less sustainable than more remote plantations, because they are 
more vulnerable to over-exploitation. In addition, this project had a follow-up project in PAREF-NL 2 and 
changes in the first project are not the only factors that influenced the results. As a result, we cannot 
conclude on its contribution. 


19815 - PROSKID - Promotion of skills development in partnership with the private sector 


Through the beneficiaries’ participation in the business plan competitions, jobs were created and 
internships were realized via partnership with the private sector. In this way SMEs were strengthened 
and job opportunities of participants were created. Changes attributed to the project may also have been 
effected by the TVET strategy of GoR and the great importance that is put on stimulating the private 
sector, which creates an enabling environment. As a result, we cannot conclude on its contribution. A 
negative impact on the project was the lack of financial literacy and the lagging business mind-set of 
some participants (with an agricultural background) which slowed down the funds and pace of the 
project. Beneficiaries that were already trained or had the right education prior to the project had an 
advantage on those who did not. 


19940/ 25978/ 26928 - Electricity Access Roll-out Program (EARP) 


The project contributed to increased electrification in mainly rural areas, contributing to increased agro- 
processing activities and improved standards of living. Growing number of economic activity was 
observed in the areas that were connected to electricity. Other factors that may however have influenced 
the project results are other projects related to infrastructure, stimulating the construction of ware-
houses, drying places etc. The use of alternative energy sources, outside the scope of this project, such 
as carbon or solar energy may also have influenced the food security situation of the targeted 
population. However, since EARP is the only institution implementing electricity nationwide, we can 
conclude that project results are the achievement of this project. 


23168/23214 - Support for land tenure regularization (LTR) in Rwanda 


With the LTR project land ownership, poverty reduction and investments in land were achieved. The 
programme supports the National Land Policy and National Land Tenure Reform Programme of GoR. 
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Results of the project are achieved in joint venture with GoR, DFID and EKN and other donors. 


Alternative pathways for this project are difficult to identify, since there is no other institute that issues 
land than GoR in close collaboration with the project. What we learned from the in-depth evaluation 
with focus group discussions is that increased income stimulates farmers to buy or rent more land. 
Groups of farmers or women also decide to put money together to rent approx. 1 ha of land together 
for farming practices. So title holders of land rent their ground, leading to even more people impacted 
when issuing titles. We conclude that no other approach than the large-scale registration effort that has 
been performed would have allowed for such a high percentage of land registered. However, the income 
effects of the titling outcomes could also have been achieved as a result of many other activities and 
independent developments in Rwanda. 


23743 - HIMO PDED II consolidation 


The anticipated project pathway to use unskilled and poor labor force to construct new and better roads 
contributed to: easier movement of people and goods, easy access to food. Capacity building and 
strengthening of semi governments institutions were not reached with the selected pathway. The impact 
of improved food security for the population via measurements taken by government staff has not yet 
been proven. Alternative pathways stimulating food security were: 


• Productivity and agricultural production on protected and restored soils may not be the same on
soils that lack these features. The soils were reported to be less productive before. Other factors
can influence productivity such as quality seeds, organic and chemical fertilizers, pesticides etc.


• The fact that the HIMO approach has been institutionalized by GoR and is part of their
sustainable development initiatives to fight poverty and permit beneficiaries to participate in
their own development. Other HIMO initiatives of GoR may have influenced the results and can
not only be contributed to this project. As a result, we cannot conclude on its contribution.


24371/25542 - Infrastructure Investments 


The Infrastructure Investments project can be seen as a flagship project contributing to enabling 
infrastructure and economic development. LODA coordinates the implementation of over 600 projects 
all over the country. An example is the construction of a pineapple collection centre in Ngoma district 
that allowed the pineapple processing plant to obtain raw materials and increase pineapple juice 
production. Furthermore, in targeted areas other projects regarding the same topic may be mutually 
reinforcing. Therefore, there is an increase in pineapple juice production. We saw this in the Muhanga 
district were terraces were consolidated by LODA in one part of the hills and in other selected hillsides 
by Welthungerhilfe for the Consolidation of Marshlands projects. This approach seems to stimulate 
activity and stimulates the local population to also participate in the economic development. 
However, we cannot state for sure that the achievements in the LODA project or vice versa 
Welthungerhilfe project can be solely attributed to the one or the other, since they are influencing each 
other and using similar techniques. 
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24730 - Linking Farmers to Markets 


The programme has contributed to capacity building through a skills audit and subsequent trainings for 
associations. Part of the objectives is to make chamber of farmers (CoF) more self-supporting, based on 
the collection of membership fees paid by the federation. However, this objective has not been reached. 
In the main, this project has not been effective. 


16806/25059 - Consolidation of Marshlands 


The project developed idle swamps into irrigated marshland schemes for mainly rice farming. The overall 
goals were poverty reduction (through the HIMO approach), reduced malnutrition and self-reliant 
continuation of development initiatives. Rice became the most preferred crop grown in the marshland 
because of its productivity, the fact that two harvest per year could be realized and the relative high 
price that can be received for rice. As the production of rice increased, the need for adding value to the 
crop was high which resulted in a Public Private Partnership by the Government and the farmers to put 
up a rice milling factory with the Government contributing 60% and the farmers 40% of the cost. Those 
are also factors that had a positive impact on the project results. As addressed at the Infrastructure 
Investments section and in 3.6.1 when discussing the HIMO approach in this project, we cannot conclude 
for sure that the results of this project can solely be attributed to it and the project implementers. We 
noticed a strong involvement of the district agronomist in the project to help achieve results and also 
LODA projects in for example the Muhanga district were using the same techniques of cultivating 
terraces. In addition, the GoR was strongly in favor of institutionalization of cooperatives and WUO’s 
which were important pillars of this projects. Also the use of the HIMO approach was strongly supported 
by the GoR and used in other projects in the area. There seem to be a multiplier effect between 
projects and the national policy. 


  25195 / 25812 - PAREF NL-2 


Project PAREF 2-NL focuses on participatory forest management, involving the districts and the local 
population in the decision of where forests should be planted. The project used the HIMO-approach to 
plant the trees. The planted trees prevented erosion, thereby saving fertile land for agricultural purposes 
and allowing for higher agricultural production. Other techniques such as constructing terraces also 
prevent erosion. We can therefore not state for sure that the achieved changes are solely related to this 
project. 


  25454 - Cooperatives Support Programme 


The project is still in progress and not all the outputs have been achieved yet. It was noted many farmers 
did not yet have a business mind-set, which demanded from the project implementers to develop a 
business mind-set first before actually providing business development services. The projects had to 
tackle financial literacy first, before being able to focus on the actual objectives. Observed results are 
thus related to other factors that contributed to the achieved results. 
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  24871 - Capacity Building for Food Security 


The National Capacity Building Secretariat (NCBS) support has led to sustainability of agencies and 
ministries and the setting up of standards. The project coordination and implementation capacity are 
well functioning. Other factors influencing the project are however a high number of other organizations 
and donors working directly with the beneficiaries (farmers). This is why NBCS finds it quite complex to 
isolate effects of their activities. As a result, we cannot conclude on the project’s contribution. 


  25457 - Access to Food for Young Children 


The project contributes to reduction of stunting rates of children under two, builds capacity of districts 
and implementing staff and organizes all kinds of activities to provide nutrition information to mothers. 
The main focus of the project was on mothers and their children. In addition, the Unicef project puts 
great effort in men involvement to stimulate their role as fathers and positively influence the health and 
nutrition of their children. We cannot state to what extent changes in this project are solely attributed 
to this project, since there is a high involvement of the ministry of Health to reduce child malnutrition 
and children may be reached through other programmes of GoR as well. 


3.5.3 Level of food security improvement 
Up to what level (institutional outcome; hh outcome / proxy impact (food production, income, food 
prices, buffers), impact (food consumption, nutritional status) has the food security improvement of 
targeted households been established? 


In Section 3.5.1 we provide for each project in the tables ‘overview project level 
food security’ information about the level and impact the projects had on the 
targeted households. 


Several EKN projects realized job creation, which led to an increase of access 
to food. A few projects directly targeted improved farming practices via 
trainings, providing improved seeds, which led to improved food production. 


The HIMO and cash for work related projects enabled beneficiaries to have direct access to higher 
income and more money, but it is not sure if the money was used on food consumption or on investments 
that improve food security in the long run. 


An important observation is that good baseline information on the different projects about the type of 
beneficiaries, e.g. if they were food insecure (e.g. TVET - 19815) or how they spent their money (e.g. 
HIMO - 23743) was not collected. This makes it difficult to assess the improvement afterwards. 


However, the in-depth assessment of the Consolidation of Marshlands project (25059) shows there is a 
real impact in terms of increased productivity, which increases both food availability and access to food 
for the farmers that benefited from the project. This is evident from the table below: 


“From the proceeds I got from the 
sale of my rice and maize I have 
been able to build a better house 
for my family” FGD Participant, 
Consolidation of Marshlands 
project 
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Situation at the 
beginning of ESIRU 


Situation at the beginning of the 
consolidation phase (end 2012) 


Situation at the end of the 
project (End 2014) 


Most of beneficiaries 
have an annual income 
of less than 10 euro. 


4t/ha/season on average: 8t/ha/year 5.5t/ha/season on average: 
11t/ha/year 


700 ha x 8,000 kg x 300 RWF = 
1,680,000,000 RWF/year 
(2.2 Mio €) gross-return; 


700 ha x 11,000 kg x 300 RWF 
=2,310,000,000 RWF/year (3.9 
Mio €) gross-return; 


1 household on 1/10 ha plot has 
presently: 240,000 RWF/ year; or € 315 


1 household: 330,000 RWF/year; 
or € 412 


Table 3-34: Consolidation of Marshlands results based on the Welthungerhilfe survey (2015) 


3.5.4 Evidence that food insecure people have been reached 
What is the evidence that food insecure people have been reached, directly or indirectly? How have 
women (female headed households, women in the households) benefited? 


In Section 3.5.1 we describe for each project to what extent food insecure people have been reached. Most 
of the EKN projects did impact the food security situation of beneficiaries directly. The selected projects 
took place in rural areas where the number of poor people is relatively high. Also the most important 
source of income of the people is farming. For example, the PAREF NL-1 and PAREF NL-2 projects did 
have a direct link to prevent erosion, farmers benefitted from better grounds which stimulated their food 
production. Furthermore, the HIMO approach was widespread in several EKN project. This approach 
indirectly increased the access to food by the income generating activities of households in rural areas, 
enabling them to buy more food. In addition, through the roads, for the population in the targeted 
areas as a whole, it is now possible to easily transport food and enable better post-harvest handling via 
warehouses etc. In this way a large part of the population, even if they did not participate in the project, 
indirectly benefitted from it. 


On 7, 8 and 9 March 2016 the in-depth evaluation took place in Muhanga district (Southern province) for 
the following projects: 


• District Infrastructure Investments through Rwanda Local Development Support Fund (RLDSF)
24371 / Local Demand Driven Investments projects through RLDSF 25542 (Infrastructure projects),


• Consolidation of Marshland Development’ project (25059) and


• Access to food for young children project (25457).


For those three projects a field visit took place. We conducted focus group discussions with the two 
projects Consolidation of Marshlands and Access to food for young children. In Annex XII the final report of 
the focus group discussions (including CATALIST-2) is presented in detail. 
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In the following sections we will present the main results of the in-depth evaluation in text boxes, 
displaying summaries of the testimonials of the direct beneficiaries, project staff and district staff. 


As already mentioned in the previous section the project implementers did not sufficiently record 
good baseline information at the start of the projects regarding the type of beneficiaries, e.g. if they 
were food insecure e.g. or how they spent their money. This makes it difficult to assess the 
improvement afterwards. A lot of projects however do mention to some extent information about the 
number of women reached (see annex IX). Women involvement is also one of the targets of GoR and 
is therefore documented well upfront. However, the projects in this portfolio evaluation did not keep 
track of number of female headed households, women in the households. 


In the text boxes below, we report on how the projects impacted the beneficiaries who participated in 
the focus group discussions. 


“Before the terraces you could have 2 kg of cassava. Now
with the terraces one branch of cassava provides 5 kg. We
can now eat at home and buy cattle. The situation has 
improved for our household. ” Female Participant, LODA
Project, Muhanga District 
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Targeting the food insecure: Infrastructure Investments (24371 /25542) 


LODA was created in 2002 and is a body of the GoR. It works as an intermediate between the 
central government and the local government. The focus of the projects lays in decentralization which plays 
a key role to hear more about the needs locally. With this approach LODA wants to promote economic 
and social development. A key role of LODA is planning & budgeting. LODA develops tools, puts 
guidelines in places, monitors & evaluates the development of local government. In addition, it carries 
out feasibility studies and offers information on project progress and impact. 


There is an engineer in charge in each district in Rwanda of monitoring the projects. The engineer is also 
in charge of following up the funds disbursement and the progress of the projects. Procurement is also 
performed at district level even though the procedure is reviewed by LODA before disbursing the funds. 
There is also a financial compliance team, economists and sociologists involved in the projects. In 
addition, LODA also organizes field visits in order to verify the information. There is a control mechanism 
for each project and reporting is made every three months towards LODA. Field visits are generally 
organized twice a year with donors. LODA also takes part in technical working groups with donors. 


LODA implements over 600 projects in 30 districts, using the decentralized approach. Effectiveness of 
the project is summed up below: 


• Districts invested in income generating projects which created job opportunities and increased districts
revenues. 87.000 (temporary) jobs were created in the first phase of the project.


• LODA sensitizes population on the culture of making savings and working with banks and micro-finance
institutions through Financial Services. A total of 2.416 individuals were trained in the several districts to
then continue to train others within their community. Financial Services were operational in 150 sectors
across Rwanda. A total of 12.703 individuals received a loan. In addition, in 180 sectors direct support
had been given to the poorest and most vulnerable households in total 43.671 (99.817 members).


• With the projects LODA managed the creation of public markets (37), guest houses (6), slaughter houses
(6), factories (2), storages/warehouses (11), public / tax parking or bus stations (2).


• Direct agriculture interventions were projects in reclaiming of marshlands, progressive and radical
terracing, and construction of dams. The district also implemented land consolidation and selected
seeds policy to increase the agriculture production. Those projects can be seen as direct interventions to
improve the food security. A total of 1.961,10 hectare was realized, next to 4.750,54 progressive terraces
and 2.888,95 radial terraces. A total of 4.658 households was earning newly treated terraces. In addition,
1 dam was constructed. Also the fact to improve transportation infrastructure and agriculture
infrastructure was mentioned as an important intervention by LODA to give farmers access to markets
and help them increase income and indirectly improve their food security.


• Farmers reported that they learned how to vary crops and received better seeds. Many households have
kitchen gardens now. They also learned new food processing practices, such as making cassava juice,
which they did not know before.
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Targeting the food insecure: Consolidation of Marshland Development (25059) 


In the period before the project by Welthungerhilfe, the communities around Muhanga district used to 
grow potatoes and different crops including beans, soya and local maize varieties as their main crops. 
Welthungerhilfe has promoted the production of rice in the area because of the valleys and marshlands 
that make the land conducive to rice farming. There is currently over 600 hectares of land under rice 
cultivation. The project provided numerous trainings on rice farming and worked with the farmers to 
consolidate the marshlands. In addition, six water user organizations and 12 farmer cooperatives have 
been established, and more jobs have been created. Furthermore, the district and farmers were growing 
more agro-forest trees through the initiative. Growing trees is meant to protect soil from erosion and 
protect crops that are being grown. Over 1,000 hectares of land have been protected. Farmers believe to 
have ownership of the project and will continue to farm after Welthungerhilfe has left the project area. 
The farmers who participated in the FGD at KIABR Cooperative Office near Rugeramigozi Water Dam in 
Muhanga District noted that the effectiveness of the Consolidation of Marshlands project could be summed 
up in the following ways: 


• Improvement in food security in the area. For example, it was reported that farm production increased on
average 4-5 tons for rice per ha per season and 4.2 tons per ha per season for maize. According to the
agronomist, Welthungerhilfe had achieved its goal of increasing production among the farmers by 100%. It
was reported that the project has improved subsistence farming but also allowed more farming for sale.
Generally, 80% of their produce was taken to the cooperative for sale and the financial proceeds banked in
their respective bank accounts. The remaining 20% was taken home for own consumption.


• Training. The farmers involved in the marshlands project have been taught better ways of farming in
marshlands, how to conserve water in the marshlands and on the adjacent hill-sides to control soil
erosion as well as use of modern farming practices such as using fertilizers, pesticides and improved seeds.


• Improvement in income. As a result of the improvement in farming of rice, maize and beans, the
farmers have increased farm yields and consequently have increased their incomes, which meant they could
afford other foods that they did not produce, such as vegetables and meat. The farmers expressed satisfaction
with the fact that the improvement in income, which is attributable to this project, has allowed them to
be able to acquire other assets as well, such as building permanent houses, buying animals or bicycles
and motor cycles. Consequently, the project has had a positive impact on the livelihood.
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Targeting the food insecure: Access to Food for Young Children (25457) 


All mothers involved in the project reported that they have had a very good experience with the project and 
that there is an impact in their lives as well as their families and communities. They mentioned that there is a 
big difference and improvement in their standards of living when they compare themselves and the other 31 
mothers who left the project or those who did not participate in this project. The achievements of the project 
and the impact on the livelihood as mentioned by the participants include: 


• The savings group has learned how to save. At first, each person used to contribute RwF 400 but each
person now contributes RwF 1000, which is an indication that there has been progress in the income status
of these mothers. Money saved is being used for: renting more pieces of land (for more extensive
agriculture); buying more nutritious food stuffs they cannot grow by themselves; taking their other children
to school; being independent of their husbands in terms of providing basic needs.


• Caritas Thursday Cooking Classes have taught mothers how to prepare healthy and nutritious diets for their
children and what classes of food are a must to give the children in order to prevent them from being
malnourished.


• The Farmer Field Schools and Model Gardens have helped mothers to acquire knowledge of being able to
grow vegetables in addition to the other crops they have been growing and on the same piece of land.
They said that they had also been taught how to do kitchen gardens around their homes whereby they
were encouraged to plant vegetables to supplement their diets. They described the process of making multi-
storey gardens from improvised containers of gunny bags in which they heap piles of soil in the improvised
containers and make holes on the sides of the container in which they plant vegetables. Multi-storey
gardening is a simple farming technology which is aimed at producing vegetables to supplement the food
basket for micronutrient provision.


• Lessons on Mother and baby care by Caritas have taught mothers how to take care of themselves during
and after pregnancy and taking care of their children. They had learned the importance of attending ante-
natal care clinic when pregnant. The women said that they at least make four visits to the ante-natal clinic
during pregnancy. They also mentioned that they were taught the importance of breast feeding. They
said that they now understood the importance of exclusive breast feeding for all babies below the age of
six months.


“Before the project started, I did not have enough information on 
how to feed my baby but today I can grow vegetables which helps 
me to feed my babies well” Female Participant, UNICEF Project,
Muhanga District 
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How have women (female-headed households, women in the households) benefited? 


As demonstrated in Chapter 2, women belong to the group most likely to be food insecure. Therefore, the 
government of Rwanda has set targets for the involvement of women, for example declaring that at least 
30% of the HIMO workers should be women. In all of the food security programmes women are likely to 
benefit in some way, either through increased income for the entire household, improved infrastructure, 
or female jobs creation, etc. However, several programmes have specifically focused on improving the 
livelihood of women. 


Skills Development and Employment Protection, PAREF NL-1 and NL-2, PROSKID, Support for Land Tenure, 
HIMO, Consolidation of Marshlands and Access to Food for Young Children all target women specifically. 
For Skills Development and Employment Protection the target of training 3,000 people of which 25% 
women has largely been met. In total, 4,815 women were trained as a result of the vocational training and 
labour market component (48% of total). The project has made a contribution to improving the 
qualifications of young women and men in Rwanda, who therefore have better access to more productive 
employment and a more secure income. 


PAREF NL-1 and PAREF NL-2 target vulnerable households and women, mainly by generating employment 
through HIMO projects. In total, 48% of HIMO workers in PAREF NL-1 were women. In addition, three 
women received training in charcoal making (of the 90 charcoal makers), which represents a far lower 
percentage, possibly associated with the type of work. Although PAREF NL-2 is still in progress, the reported 
number of employed people is 20,762, of which 9,681 women and 11,081 men. 


Similar to Skills Development and Employment Protection, PROSKID also ensured the training of women 
and mentioned a special interest in ‘women jobs’ in the project description. However, there is no evidence 
of targeting the food insecure and the amount of women reached. 


Support for Land Tenure Regularisation specifically addresses women with poor access to the land 
administration system. Land Tenure Regularisation also mentions the indirect effect of promoting gender 
equality through registration systematically done using the names of both husband and wife. Yet, there is 
no information available on the number of women reached. 


HIMO PDED II started with a clear objective of reaching at least 50% in Cash for Work and implemented a 
gender plan. The end line reported this indicator was met as 54% of women worked on the construction 
works and 60% to 70% were employed in tree nurseries and horticulture. Women earnings are deemed to 
directly benefit the family. The programme also trained female-owned SMEs and 100 women in women 
networks. Furthermore, 86 female entrepreneurs managed to initiate income generating activities. 


Consolidation of the Marshlands aimed to strengthen the influence of women within cooperatives and 
water user associations. At the time of the end line 2,638 (42,2%) women had a leading position within a 
cooperative. In all Water User Associations 42% of leaders are women by end 2014 (target 42% met): 2,439 
were reached by the programme. It is not known how many of them had a leading position. The WHH 
gender specialist involved in the programme made sure that women were employed, that they were 
getting paid on their own bank accounts (SACCO Bank) and that women were empowered by receiving 
financial literacy. However, the exact number of women having access to SACCO via this project is 
unknown. 
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Lastly, Access to Food for Young Children specifically targeted 160,000 pregnant/lactating women in 10 
districts. In total, 9,930 households were reached (the exact amount of women is unclear). Food 
accessibility was addressed by learning women agricultural skills that make them more self-sufficient and 
less dependent on their husbands. Moreover, communities were sensitized to join saving and lending 
groups. The project also taught women about the nutritious value of food and the importance of antenatal 
care (visiting a clinic at least four times before giving birth). 


The other programmes, Electricity Access Roll-out Programme (EARP), Capacity Building for Food Security, 
Linking Farmers to Markets, and Cooperatives Support do not target women directly. Additionally, the 
indirect effects are not easily measured. For example, households in general may benefit from improved 
infrastructure, but the benefit of strengthening local authorities or cooperatives on women is not clear. 


3.6 Costs and efficiency programme (evaluation question 4) 


3.6.1 Direct and indirect beneficiaries 
How many direct and indirect beneficiaries have been reached? 


Specifying the direct and indirect number of beneficiaries in this evaluation has been a challenge since 
the majority of projects does not give clear insights in direct and indirect beneficiaries reached. 


With the available information received from project implementers we tried to give an estimation of the 
beneficiaries, which is demonstrated in Table 3-35. The challenge was to define the number of direct 
beneficiaries reached for the evaluation period 2012-2015, since most of the projects tend to present 
the number of direct beneficiaries reached for the whole project duration or are not yet finalized. 
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Table 3-35: Direct and indirect beneficiaries reached 


The food security projects reached a total of 8,331,024 direct beneficiaries (based on the available data, 
and assuming no overlap exists between the direct beneficiaries of the projects, which may in fact be 
otherwise). The number of targeted participants/direct beneficiaries varies from 966 to 7,164,67643. It has 
to be noted that in some cases direct beneficiaries were not only households, but also the creation of direct 
employment and people trained accumulated to the direct beneficiaries. When considering the indirect 
beneficiaries, the numbers are not completely available. Especially in the capacity building projects, 
trainings at a cooperative or district level may have a trickle-down effect on a larger group of, attaining a 
larger group of indirect beneficiaries. The number of indirect beneficiaries might therefore be much higher, 
since a few government staff members that have been trained can influence a larger group of inhabitants 
with for example adjusted policy measures that effect the population. We tried to give an indication of the 
indirect beneficiaries which has not been fully completed, since not all project implementers could provide 
the required information. Based on the available information we can estimate that approximately 
5,933,206 indirect beneficiaries were reached with the several projects. Where applicable we also 
mentioned the number of hectares or kilometres realized contributing to food security (for example PAREF 


43 Note that, with 7,164,676 direct beneficiaries, the Land Tenure Regularisation project contributes 86% of all direct 
beneficiaries in the EKN Food Security programme.  


Project 
number


Project title
Direct 
beneficiaries 
total


EKN share Direct beneficiaries EKN Indirect beneficiaries 
total


Number of ha 
or km total


19160
Skills development and 
employment protection


                 20,148 56.63% 11,409 69,342  N.a. 


19462 PAREF 1 4,090 99.56% 4,072 3,800,511  9.422 ha  
19815 PROSKID 966 95.00% 918 1,000  N.a. 


19940
Electricity access 
programme


               562,942 10.22% 57,507  Not specified  N.a. 


23168
Land tenure 
regularisation


           7,164,676 23.11% 1,655,561  Not specified  N.a. 


23743
HIMO PDED II 
consolidation


                 26,894 100.00% 26,894 1,780,570  594 km
2.653,8 ha  


24371/25542
Infrastructure 
investments


               295,006 15.54% 45,836 99,817  1.961,10 ha


24720 CATALIST 2                182,573 46.25% 84,432  Not specified  N.a. 


24730
Linking farmers to 
markets


6,753 56.41% 3,809 176,958  N.a. 


24871
Capacity building for food 
security


 Not specified 100.00%  Not specified  Not specified  N.a. 


25059 Consolidation marshlands
                 31,055 74.37% 23,095 45,000  1.370 km


1.306,50 ha 
25195 PAREF 2                  21,273 93.85% 19,965  Not specified  345.500 ha 


25454
Cooperatives support 
programme


4,718 93.85% 4,428 29,350  N.a. 


25457
Access to food for young 
children


9,930 100.00% 9,930  Not specified  N.a. 


           8,331,024 1,947,855 5,933,206  1.964 km
360.933 ha Total 
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and HIMO projects). 


As stated previously, several projects did not consider food security as a main objective. Most project 
implementers did not conduct a baseline measurement of outcome criteria at the start of their projects, 
nor did they report about the food insecure in reports to EKN. As a consequence, information on whether 
or not beneficiaries were food insecure was not always monitored. Based on the end line interviews we 
find that most of the projects took place in rural areas of Rwanda where people face at least the threat of 
food insecurity, as was explained in chapter 2. As a result, it can be assumed that without it being the main 
focus, a considerable number of food insecure people were reached by the programme. The actual number 
of food insecure people cannot be defined, since project implementers did not register how many 
beneficiaries were actually food insecure. In annex VI we presented tables of the linkage of the project with 
food security, which also gives an indication of the target group of the EKN projects. Based on annex IV and 
our analysis in section 3.5 we distinguish the following projects targeting directly the food insecure and 
having the food insecure as direct beneficiaries: 


19462 – PAREF NL-1 


23743 – HIMO PDED II consolidation 


24371/25542 – Infrastructure investments 


25059 – Consolidation of marshlands 


25195 – PAREF NL-2 


25457 – Access to food for young children. 


Together those projects reached at least 220,382 food insecure direct beneficiaries. 


For other projects like the 23168/23214 – Land tenure regularisation, 24730 – Linking farmers to markets 
project, 25454 – Cooperatives support programme and 24720 – CATALIST-2 there was an explicit link to 
food security, however the target group was not always per definition food insecure. Participating farmers 
in the CATALIST-2 programme were for example supposed to own a minimum number hectare to 
participate in the project. Several food insecure direct beneficiaries do not own their own land (they rent 
land) or have a very small part of it not, producing enough for their own consumption and for selling. 


The last type of projects, with an implicit food security objective, in most cases included the food insecure 
as direct beneficiaries. This regarded the policy makers in the 24871 – Capacity building for food security. 
As shown in our table above, the number of direct beneficiaries could not be specified.  


To conclude we can state that the food insecure people were more or less proportionally targeted in the 
EKN programme as a whole, but substantial differences have been identified at project level.  


In sections 3.6.2 and 3.6.3 we will elaborate that since EKN is in several projects not the only donor, we 
cannot completely attribute all project beneficiaries to the EKN grant. This is why we calculated the EKN 
share per project, which will be explained in 3.6.2 and has already been included in the table above. The 
EKN share helps to define the proportion to which direct beneficiaries have been reached with EKN funding. 
In the table above we see that in total 1,947,855 people can be considered as direct EKN beneficiaries (if 
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we assume no overlap exists between direct beneficiaries of the projects). In section 3.6.3. we will discuss 
the proportional share of the EKN and the cost-effectiveness in more detail. 


3.6.2 Relation project expenditure and beneficiaries 
How does project expenditure compare to the number of beneficiaries? 


Table 3-36 demonstrates the project expenditures related to the EKN share in the projects. The third 
column ‘total project budget’ refers to the total amount reserved for the execution of the project, 
including other donors and contribution of GoR. This amount refers to the entire project duration and 
goes in most of the time beyond our evaluation period. This information is based on the appraisal 
documents and final reports. The fourth column ‘total EKN Grant project duration’ shows the amount 
the Dutch embassy contributed to a project during its entire existence and can go beyond the evaluation 
period 2012-2015 as well. The data were derived from the financial system Piramid, which we received 
from IOB. The sixth column of the tables represents the amount EKN disbursed to the projects during 
the evaluation period. This data is also based on Piramid. For the actual project expenditures we referred 
to the financial reports and annual reports of the project implementers. However, it has been a challenge 
to define the exact project expenditures for the specific evaluation period 2012-2015, which will be 
explained below. 


The first difficulty we came across, is that of the 13 projects in the portfolio evaluation, five started 
formally before the evaluation period. Even though the rest of the eight projects formally started in 
2012 or 2013, we learned that at least two projects are follow-up projects from a previous period under 
another project number (Consolidation of Marshlands and Infrastructure investments). In those cases, 
there was some budget left of the previous period, that has been used during the evaluation period. 
Thus the expenditures are built up from two different periods. Furthermore, two projects are extended 
to 2017, making it difficult to define the current expenditures. Consequently, the actual total 
expenditures for the whole project might be higher than during the evaluation period. Summarized, 
some projects include expenditures of a longer period of time and thus the EKN grant disbursed for the 
total project duration can be higher which can give a biased representation of the finances in the 
evaluation period.  


This makes it difficult to isolate the exact expenditures between 2012-2015, especially since EKN 
administers the amount disbursed for each project using fiscal years starting from 1 July to 30 June of 
each year. Covering the period 1 January 2012 until 31 December 2015 is thus a challenge. Furthermore, 
amounts granted as stated in the appraisal documents and compared to the information received from 
EKN at end line, seem to differ. We have therefore sent the information needed to EKN for a check on 
the data. However, it was also a challenge for EKN to provide us with the requested information. 
Through IOB we received the amount disbursed for all the projects from the system Piramid of the 
ministry of Foreign Affairs. However, the same constraints as mentioned above apply and we did not 
receive information about the project expenditures, only the amount disbursed. Furthermore, some 
projects already started in a previous project period and the amounts mentioned by Piramid differ from 
the appraisal documents of EKN. For the transparency we opted to use the Piramid figures as a basis to 
define the EKN costs. Taking the above into account, we opted to use to the total amounts disbursed by 
EKN for the project duration to define the cost-effectiveness. 
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When trying to define the direct and indirect beneficiaries, we have taken into account that project 
implementers keep track of the outputs for the entire project period. Thus the beneficiaries reached 
cover the entire project duration of many years, not only the evaluation period and are related to all 
the funds received by the project implementers. That is why we included the total project contribution 
of EKN besides the EKN grant for the period 2012-2015 in our table. In the cost-effectiveness calculation 
we worked with the total number of beneficiaries as reported to us, since it was not feasible to single them 
out for our exact evaluation period.  
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Project 
number Project name Total project 


budget 


Total EKN Grant 
project duration 
(IOB Piramide) 


EKN Grant 
disbursed 2012-
2015 (according 
to IOB Piramide) 


Project 
Expenditures 
evaluation period 
2012-2015 (final 
reports, EKN info) 


Left on 
budget 
(total) 


EKN 
share % Other project donors 


19160 


TVET - Skills 
Development and 
Employment 
Protection 


€ 7,931,000.00 € 4,491,044.00 € 1,506,044.00 € 1,111,604.00 € 394,440.00 56.63% Implementing organisation 
(GIZ) and partners 


19462 


PAREF II (NL-1) -
Programme d’Appui à 
la Reforestation de 9 
Districts des Provinces 
du Nord et Ouest du 
Rwanda 


€ 9,900,000.00 € 9,856,242.00 € 1,826,814.00 unknown unknown 99.56% Government of Rwanda 
(RNRA/DFNC) 


19815 


PROSKID - Promotion 
of skills development 
in partnership with the 
private sector 


€ 4,200,000.00 € 3,990,000.00 € 1,950,000.00 € 3,981,619.00 € 8,381.00 95.00% Rwandan Development Bank, 
Private Sector Federation 


19940/25978/ 
26928 


Electricity Access Roll-
out Programme (EARP) € 381,163,525.67 € 38,937,329.00 € 11,937,329.00 unknown unknown 10.22% 


Arab Bank for Economic 
Development in Africa 
(BADEA), OPEC Fund for 
International Development 
(OFID), Saudi Fund, World 
Bank IDA, Agence Française 
Développement (AFD), 
Government of Rwanda 


23168/23214 
Support for land 
tenure regularisation 
(LTR) in Rwanda 


€ 65,883,126.81 € 15,223,792.00 € 7,226,510.00 unknown unknown 23.11% 


Department for International 
Development (DFID - UK), 
Sweden, EU and Government 
of Rwanda 


23743 HIMO PDED II 
consolidation € 9,946,759.00 € 9,946,759.00 € 9,946,759.00 € 9,164,253.05 € 782,505.95 100.00% 


(Direct money transfers to 
districts from former CDF, 
EU, USAID, World Bank ) 


24720 CATALIST 2 € 26,190,348.00 € 12,111,851.90 € 11,521,837.00 € 24,250,579.55 € 
1,941,295.00 46.25% 


Swiss Agency for 
Development and 
Cooperation (but NL main 
funding source) 
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Project 
number Project name Total project 


budget 


Total EKN Grant 
project duration 
(IOB Piramide) 


EKN Grant 
disbursed 2012-
2015 (according 
to IOB Piramide) 


Project 
Expenditures 
evaluation period 
2012-2015 (final 
reports, EKN info) 


Left on 
budget 
(total) 


EKN 
share % Other project donors 


24371/25542 


District Infrastructure 
Investments through 
Rwanda Local 
Development Support 
Fund (RLDSF)/ Local 
Demand Driven 
Investments projects 
through RLDSF 


€ 36,547,099.57 € 5,678,400.00 € 5,678,400.00 € 29,302,371.00 € 0.00 15.54% 


Government of Rwanda, 
World Bank, Swedish 
International Development 
Agency (SIDA), DFID (UK), 
KfW Development Bank, 
African Development 
Bank(PNEAR), CTB/PADSEC 


24730 Linking Farmers to 
Markets € 9,219,600.00 € 5,200,800.00 € 2,672,977.00 € 2,672,977.00 € 0.00 56.41% Not applicable 


24871 
Capacity Building for 
Food Security in 
Rwanda 


€ 5,300,705.00 € 5,300,705.00 € 3,175,637.00 € 3,175,637.00 € 0.00 100.00% Not applicable 


16806/25059 Consolidation 
Marshlands WHH € 15,815,719.00 € 11,761,707.00 € 1,436,079.00 € 1,500,000.00 € -63,921.00 74.37% 


Welthungerhilfe,  
Canadian International 
Development Agency (CIDA) 


25195 /25812 


PAREF NL-2 - Support 
to participatory forest 
management pilots 
and biomass energy 
production in 9 
districts of Rwanda 


€ 6,000,000.00 € 5,630,996.00 unknown ongoing, project 
in progress in progress 93.85% Belgian Technical 


Cooperation (BTC)  


25454 Cooperatives Support 
Programme € 2,166,843.00 € 2,166,843.00 € 1,758,474.00 € 1,758,474.00 in progress 100.00% Not applicable 


25457 Access to Food for 
Young Children € 14,179,706.00 € 11,969,958.00 € 8,939,126.00 € 8,939,126.00 in progress 84.42% Unicef 


Table 3-36: Project expenditures related to the project share EKN food security 
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When comparing the project expenditures to the number of beneficiaries, it needs to be taken into 
account that EKN is not the only donor in many projects. That means that we cannot simply calculate 
the EKN expenses and divide it by the number of beneficiaries, since the beneficiaries are ‘shared’. We 
have included the column ‘EKN share’, which demonstrates the share EKN has in the project. We 
calculated this share based on the EKN grant divided by the total project budget.  


EKN seems to be the main donor in 7 of the 14 projects: in three projects EKN contributes for 100% to the 
project and in another four projects the EKN share is more than 80% of the total project budget. In 
three projects the embassy has a share of less than 25%. 


Despite the above mentioned limitations we tried to define the costs per beneficiary in Table 3-37. The 
numbers presented in Table 3-37 should be interpreted with care, since we did not always receive accurate 
data and had to retrieve data from the latest reports available, also for projects not yet completed. As proxy 
for cost efficiency, we used the EKN grant amount disbursed divided by: 


• the total number of direct project beneficiaries;
• the number of direct project beneficiaries, adjusted for EKN’s share in the project budget44; and
• the number of hectares covered by the project, where relevant (i.e., in four projects).


The table shows that the Land Tenure Regularisation project has the lowest costs per beneficiary, with 
€ 2.12 per beneficiary in total and specifically for the EKN share € 9.20. The three projects with the highest 
costs per EKN direct beneficiary are: (1) PROSKID with € 4,347.83, (2) PAREF NL-1 with € 2.420,54 and (3) 
Linking Farmers to Markets with € 1,365.26. 


The expenditures for the EKN direct beneficiaries being 1,947,855 people are on average € 85.17 (again 
assuming that direct beneficiaries do not overlap between projects). If we interpret the EKN’s contribution 
as leveraging other financing, and therefore divide the EKN funding by all 8,331,024 beneficiaries, EKN 
funded € 19.91 per beneficiary reached. When zooming into the costs per hectare we find that for the four 
projects in which costs per hectare are applicable, average costs per hectare were 
€ 459.74. 


44 It should be noted that The division of EKN Cost/EKN direct beneficiaries yields the same result as Total project 
costs/Total direct beneficiaries, as both EKN Cost and EKN direct beneficiaries are calculated by taking the total and 
multiplying by the EKN share in the budget (fifth column from the left in the table). 
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* The division of EKN Cost/EKN direct beneficiaries yields the same result as Total project costs/Total direct beneficiaries, as both 
EKN Cost and EKN direct beneficiaries are calculated by taking the total and multiplying by the EKN share in the budget (fifth 


Project name Total EKN Grant 
project duration 
(IOB Piramide)


EKN share 
in project 


budget (%)


Category of 
beneficiaries 


Direct 
beneficiaries 


total


Direct 
beneficiaries 


EKN


Project 
area (ha)


EKN Cost/ 
total direct 


beneficiaries


EKN Cost/ EKN 
direct 


beneficiaries*


EKN Cost/ 
total ha  


 Support for land 
tenure regularisation 
(LTR) in Rwanda 


€ 15,223,792.00 23.11%
 Rightful landholders 


in 30 districts 
         7,164,676        1,655,561  N.a. € 2.12 € 9.20  N.a. 


 District Infrastructure 
Investments through 
Rwanda Local 
Development Support 
Fund (RLDSF)/ Local 
Demand Driven 
Investments projects 
through RLDSF** 


€ 29,302,371.00 15.54%
 Individuals, 
vulnerable 
households  


             295,006              45,836   1,961.10 € 99.33 € 639.29 € 14,941.80


 Electricity Access Roll-
out Programme (EARP) 


€ 38,937,329.00 10.22%
 Households, public 


institutions 
             562,942              57,507  N.a. € 69.17 € 677.09  N.a. 


 PAREF NL-2 - Support 
to participatory forest 
management pilots and 
biomass energy 
production in 9 districts 
of Rwanda 


€ 5,630,996.00 93.85%
 Individuals in poor 


districts, cooperative 
committee members  


               21,273              19,965     345,500 € 264.70 € 282.05 Unknown


 PAREF II (NL-1) - 
Programme d’Appui à 
la Reforestation de 9 
Districts des Provinces 
du Nord et Ouest du 
Rwanda  


€ 9,856,242.00 99.56%


 Central and 
decentralised 


government, actors 
of fuelwood 


industry, charcoal 
producers   


                  4,090                4,072         9,422 € 2,409.84 € 2,420.54 € 1,046.09


 CATALIST 2 € 12,111,851.90 46.25%  Smallholder farmers              182,573              84,432  N.a. € 66.34 € 143.45 N.a.


 HIMO PDED II 
consolidation 


€ 9,946,759.00 100.00%


 Population of five 
districts, civil 


society/technical 
cooperatives 


               26,894              26,894 2643.80 € 369.85 € 369.85 € 3,762.30


 Consolidation 
Marshlands WHH 


€ 11,761,707.00 74.37%


 Members of 12 
cooperatives, 6 


water user 
organisations, users 
of planted terraces, 


households, local 
government 
authorities    


               31,055              23,095 1306.50 € 378.74 € 509.28 € 9,002.45


 TVET - Skills 
Development and 
Employment Protection 


€ 4,491,044.00 56.63%
 Entrepreneurs, job-


seekers 
               20,148              11,409  N.a. € 222.90 € 393.64  N.a. 


 PROSKID - Promotion 
of skills development 
in partnership with the 
private sector 


€ 3,990,000.00 95.00%


 BPC winning 
companies in TVET 


sector, interns, TVET 
schools,  


966                    918  N.a. € 4,130.43 € 4,347.83  N.a. 


 Linking Farmers to 
Markets 


€ 5,200,800.00 56.41%
 Members of the 16 


associations 
                  6,753                3,809  N.a. € 770.15 € 1,365.26  N.a. 


 Capacity Building for 
Food Security in 
Rwanda 


€ 5,300,705.00 100.00%
 Government 


agencies, ministries 
 Not specified 


 Not 
specified 


 N.a.  Unknown   Not specified  N.a. 


 Cooperatives Support 
Programme 


€ 2,166,843.00 93.85%
 Agribusiness 


cooperatives and 
service providers   


                  4,718                4,428  N.a. € 459.27 € 489.37  N.a. 


 Access to Food for 
Young Children 


€ 11,969,978.00 100.00%
 Pregnant/lactating 
women and under-


two children  
                  9,930                9,930  N.a. € 1,205.44 € 1,205.44  N.a. 


Total € 165,890,417.90          8,331,024        1,947,855     360,833 
Average 68.91% € 19.91 € 85.17 € 459.74
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column from the left in the table. 
** For the LODA project we used the total project contribution of EKN as mentioned in the BEMO and final report, as opposed to 
Piramid. 
*** Formally speaking, the CATALIST-2 programme is not part of the EKN Food Security programme for Rwanda, as it is 
implemented in multiple countries in the Great Lakes region. In practice, the programme contributes to the objectives set for 
both output 1 and output 2 of the EKN country programme. 


Table 3-37: Project expenditures related to direct beneficiaries 


Finally, an analysis can be conducted comparing the average costs per beneficiary for the projects that 
contribute to each of the three Embassy outputs. If we calculate these averages, we find that the cost 
per direct beneficiary for the Access to Food for Young Children project (the only project under EKN 
output 3) are much higher than the average costs per direct beneficiary for projects that contribute to 
EKN outputs 1 and 2 (see table below). 


Output 1 Output 1 without 
LTR project 


Output 2 Output 3 
(AFYC project) 


EKN cost/EKN direct beneficiaries  
(= total cost/total direct beneficiaries) 


€ 69.25 € 449.00 € 454.45 € 1,205.44 


EKN cost/total direct beneficiaries € 16.02 € 104.59 € 267.46 € 1,205.44 


Table 3-38: Costs per beneficiary by output 


When assessing these numbers, it should be taken into account that for the projects contributing to EKN 
output 1, the Land Tenure Regularisation (LTR) project very strongly influences the average, due to its 
extremely large number of direct beneficiaries. If we take the LTR project out of the calculation, it 
becomes clear that in terms of average cost per beneficiary, the projects contributing to EKN outputs 1 
and 2 become much more comparable, especially when the results for the calculation of EKN Cost/total 
direct beneficiaries are compared to those for EKN Cost/EKN direct beneficiaries. 


In both approaches however, the cost per beneficiary for the Access to Food for Young Children (AFYC) 
project remains the same, as the project is entirely funded by EKN. Depending on the method of 
comparison, the project has ~2.7 to 75.2 times higher cost per beneficiary than projects contributing to 
EKN outputs 1 and 2, on average. These costs could be justified, if the benefits delivered by the project 
are equally high compared to the other projects in the EKN portfolio. We will explore this in the following 
section. 


3.6.3 Value of effects per beneficiary and cost-effectiveness 
What can be concluded on the value of effects per beneficiary, and about their cost-effectiveness? 


As mentioned in Section 3.6.2, not all the factors required to calculate the cost-effectiveness are 
completely available for the evaluation period. The value of effects per beneficiary can only be calculated 
correctly when all these effects can be precisely estimated and valued. Without these estimates we 
would need to make strong assumptions on benefits. Instead we use the number of beneficiaries as a 
very rough estimate of effectiveness and (equally crudely) assume that the effect value per beneficiary 
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is the same for the different projects. With these assumptions the cost per beneficiary is a (negative) 
indicator of cost-effectiveness. Obviously this leads to first-order approximation of cost-effectiveness at 
best. 


It is advisable that EKN relates the choice for a project not only to the expected outcome but also to the 
expected costs per beneficiary when considering the EKN contribution (share) to a project. However, this 
should be done with care, since it cannot be assumed that all projects have the same effect per 
beneficiary. In this light, the UNICEF Access to Food for Young Children project warrants a quantitative 
impact evaluation, taking into account the long-term effects of the project’s results. Alderman and King 
(2006) find that “investing in nutrition during the pre-school years—and as early as possible—reaps 
significant long-term human capital and economic dividends”. This finding indicates potentially high 
returns of the project in terms of development benefits, but further research would be required to 
establish the benefits in quantitative terms per euro of development funding when compared to projects 
delivering infrastructure (output 1) and institutional capacity building (output 2). 


The same scrutiny could be applied to other relatively costly projects, i.e. PROSKID, PAREF NL-1 and 
Linking Farmers to Markets. In all cases, indirect effects should also be taken into account when assessing 
these projects, as e.g. PAREF NL-1 contributes to long-term environmental sustainability and therefore 
should not be assessed based on cost per direct beneficiary only. 


3.7 Sustainability of the programme 
(institutional; environmental: especially climate change proof; political, financial; socio-economic) 


Sustainability has been part of the EKN objectives within all the projects. This is an advantage since the 
new food security policy letter of the ministry of Foreign Affairs pays more attention to sustainability. 


For all the 14 projects we assessed in the portfolio evaluation the likeliness of benefits to continue 
after project funding ends is described in Annex IX. Almost all the projects have included dynamics 
that make it possible to continue even after the duration of the project. Several projects also focus 
on environmental sustainability such as the PAREF projects with planting trees or also the 
Infrastructure projects that pay attention to terraces to prevent erosion. In the text boxes below, we 
report on the sustainability of results of the projects assessed in- depth. 
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Sustainability Infrastructure Investments (24371 /25542) : 
The Infrastructure Investment projects are sustainable in the following ways: 
• By working closely with district government agents and local partners, the continuation


of the project’s benefits seems to be guaranteed. Staff has been trained and help with
knowledge sharing to beneficiaries by training them as well.


• A sustainability requirement of projects financed by LODA is to include a maintenance
component. This seems to be a challenge and continuous point of attention as we learned
from the results of the external evaluation of the LODA projects.


Sustainability in the Consolidation for the Marshlands Development Programme 
(25059): 


The Consolidation for the Marshlands Programme is sustainable in the following ways: 
• In collaboration with local authorities, cooperatives are working closely with the


Government to sustain the infrastructure that exists now by planting trees on terraces that
are around the marshland as a measure to fight soil erosion and protect crops that
are being grown.


• Local administration has provided an agronomist to advise the farmers. This is being done
through different meetings where discussions on issues pertinent to farming are held and
challenges resolved.


• Cooperatives and Water Users Committees (Organizations) are working together to
sustain all the infrastructure that are placed to help them to keep increasing the
production.


• The dams are also being used for fish farming. This activity has been generating income
for the group which covers for some of the maintenance expenses.


• Agricultural production is sustainable because land that was consolidated is well
maintained. The farmers have put in place measures to curb soil erosion, and have access
to improved seeds for the rice farmers.


Sustainability in the Access to Food for Young Children Programme (25457): 
The Access to Food for Young Children Programme is sustainable in the following ways: 
• CRS has experienced that the approach used to fight malnutrition provides an incentive and


entry point for other interventions geared towards eliminating malnutrition. Therefore, CRS
adopts an integrated approach regarding nutrition, which is continued and expanded in the
view of sustainability.


• The district trains volunteers from different sectors and villages within Muhanga about all
aspects of malnutrition elimination. In case the EKN project stops, these volunteers are
equipped enough to train other people in their respective villages and cells. The mothers
who participated in the FGD noted that if the project ceased operations/ activities, the
mothers would continue putting in practice everything they learnt during the
implementation of the project. They also noted that they would make sure to train other
women who did not get the opportunity to participate in this project.
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3.8 Unplanned, positive or negative, effects of the programme 


During the focus group discussions with beneficiaries it was possible to discuss unplanned positive or 
negative effects of the programme. The main findings for the LODA, Unicef and Welthungerhilfe projects 
are presented below. 


Unplanned positive/negative effects – Infrastructure Investments (24371 /25542) : 


During the field visit a health center, primary school and village with farmers, for whom terraces 
had been created on a hillside, were visited. 


Interventions of the project may have contributed to a poverty reduction. In 2012 53,16% of the 
population in Muhanga was considered poor, in 2015 this was reduced to 30,50% poor people. 
Together with people in the villages and the district, every year there is a screening on the poorest 
and most deprived people. Those people are selected to provide manual labour at a minimum daily 
wage for the projects implemented, to help them get out of poverty. Free houses are being built to 
provide housing to the most vulnerable and poor in the district. 


Muhanga district officials mentioned that it remains a challenge to have sufficient budget to realize 
all the planned development projects. Another challenge is access to data to perform feasibility 
studies. The district also mentioned a lack of baseline data, which hinder their work. 
At the health centre it was mentioned that though a water pipeline had been installed, the 
connection of water to the pipes was still missing and the health centre had to make use of water 
tanks. Furthermore, frequent power cuts, even being next to the electricity line, made the work 
difficult since there was no generator. The preference of the health centre would be to work with 
solar panels, which were not included in the project. 


“Before the installation of terraces the ground suffered from erosion 
and would be washed away. Now with the cultivation of terraces
the ground is in good state. Even in the dry season it is not as dry as 
it used to be before ” Male Participant, LODA Project, Muhanga 
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Unplanned positive/negative effects – Consolidation of the Marshlands Programme (25059): 
The project has had the unplanned positive effect of generating extra income for farmers by fish farming 
activities carried out in the dams. The farmer groups introduced fingerlings in the dam for the group. The 
proceeds from sale of fish are put in the group’s account, which is used for care and maintenance of the 
group’s resources. Another positive achievement is encouraging a culture of savings among members 
of the cooperative groups/farmers who are involved in the project. Lastly, extra income has been 
generated by visitors of the Rugeramigozi I and II Water Dams who are charged a small fee (RwF 1000 
for taking pictures and RwF 5,000-10,000 for events). 


The sector agronomist did not recall many challenges. However, the first two years were not regarded 
very productive due to several factors: farmers were still learning how to grow rice; the marshlands 
were not yet well consolidated; only some farmers had fertilizers. Second, there were farmers who did 
not understand the value of collective bargaining and were hesitant to sell their produce through the 
cooperatives. The cooperatives engaged them in different ways to change their minds and allow the 
cooperative to sell on their behalf the farm produce. Additionally, the cooperative assigned day and 
night guards in the consolidated marshlands to inhibit farmers from taking their harvests at home. 
Therefore, the agronomist has given two recommendations for future programming: to protect dams 
and have adequate storage facilities. 


Unplanned positive/negative effects – Access to Food for Young Children Programme (25457): 
An unplanned positive effect is the increased involvement of husbands also outside the sphere of the project. 
The women who participated in this FGD mentioned that their husbands have been very supportive of 
their participation in this project. The women noted that after the men got information on the importance 
of supporting their wives they changed their attitudes positively and started providing more support to 
the women in taking care of the children and the family as a whole. 


A challenge is posed by the fact that malnutrition is not visible from the outside, which makes it difficult to 
identify it. That is why community workers measure it monthly. In addition, the project focuses on 
reducing stunting, while the EKN project description is focusing on reducing severe malnutrition. For CRS, 
malnutrition is part of the reduction of stunting. Stunting is a form of malnutrition that cannot be easily 
reduced, it takes time to reduce stunting and this needs medical treatment. Finally, 31 participants 
dropped out because of time constraints, personal reasons, or they felt they did not need the group. 
Unfortunately, this could not be prevented, which misses an important opportunity. However, the women 
participating in the project have suggested to train the other women who did not participate. 
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4. Quantitative Impact Analysis


4.1 Introduction 


This chapter zooms in on the effects of programme elements of CATALIST-2, a broad agricultural 
intensification and food security programme selected by IOB for quantitative project-level impact 
evaluation. Formally, the CATALIST-2 programme is not part of the EKN country programme for Food 
Security in Rwanda, as it is part of a regional programme for the Great Lakes area. 


The Terms of Reference of this evaluation specify that only the Rwandan component of the programme 
is to be evaluated in the framework of the Food Security Evaluation. The programme activities in Rwanda 
focus on Irish potatoes in the Northern Province, and cassava in the Southern and Eastern provinces. In 
addition, maize, rice and vegetable clusters are spread over the country. 


CATALIST-2 is a multi-faceted regional programme. In order to design a rigorous impact evaluation, with 
micro-level observations on programme participants and non-participants, an empirical focus has been 
imposed. As remarked in the baseline report, the study has opted for a focus on a single crop, cassava. 
The cassava focus is based on its relatively large share of beneficiaries and of programme budget; its 
relevance for food security, particularly for poor and food insecure households; its relevance for women 
farmers; the difficulty of evaluating cassava using secondary information sources and the fact that there 
is generally less research on cassava, compared to e.g. potatoes.  


The empirical focus of the quantitative evaluation is thus on cassava growing farmers in Rwanda’s 
Southern province. This does neither mean that these farmers grow cassava exclusively or 
predominantly, nor that all the interventions studied have a strict cassava focus.  


The main source of information used in this chapter is a dataset collected in two household and 
community survey rounds. The baseline data were collected in March-April 2014; see the IOB Rwanda 
evaluation, baseline report, for details. The endline data have been collected in March-April 2016. At 
baseline, 804 households in 67 cells (134 villages) were interviewed; at endline, 786 households (97.8 
percent of the baseline sample) were re-interviewed. The endline survey was organized during the exact 
same months as the baseline to ensure comparability in terms of harvest and food availability seasons. 
The main use of the dataset is to estimate the impact on a set of beneficiary outcomes of Farmer Field 
School type trainings quantitatively in a sample that includes CATALIST-2 beneficiaries. Moreover, the 
data are used to describe the programme participation and characteristics of the beneficiaries. 


The chapter also makes use of other types of information. Inception and annual reports were used to 
describe the implementation of CATALIST-2. Implementation data were merged with the survey data to 
obtain a good record of the intervention. Programme partners and implementers were interviewed at 
the time of the endline survey. Focus group discussions were carried out in two CATALIST-2 beneficiary 
villages.  


This chapter is organized as follows. In the next section the context of CATALIST-2 in Rwanda is described, 
with special attention to the cassava disease situation. In section 4.3 the CATALIST-2 programme is 
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described in terms of the organization, the theory of change, the implementation and concluding with 
beneficiary feedback from focus group discussions in two villages. Section 4.4 presents the methodology 
of the quantitative impact evaluation, with particular attention to the identification strategy. Descriptive 
evidence from the survey data is presented and discussed in section 4.5. Section 4.6 presents the impact 
estimates for all the outcomes along the causal chain of CATALIST-2. A central specification is discussed, 
and a few alternative specifications and sub-populations to check the robustness of the qualitative 
conclusions. Section 4.7 summarizes and provides a discussion of the findings. 


4.2 Context of CATALIST-2 
4.2.1 Cassava production in the programme areas 


Figure 4-1 shows the percentage of households planting cassava in all the districts of Rwanda and 
indicating the CATALIST-2 programme areas. The figure shows that in three of the CATALIST-2 districts 
(Ruhango, Nyanza, Kamonyi) more than 80% of the farmers grow cassava, while in Muhanga district 
between 60 and 80% of farmers, and in Gisagara district between 40 and 60% of farmers grow cassava. 
In Bugesera district, which is a former CATALIST-2 cassava cluster, also between 60 and 80% of farmers 
cultivate cassava. Hence, the programme focuses on the most important cassava producing areas. 
However, cassava farmers are not likely to be uniformly distributed in the districts. There are sectors45 
where cassava is a major crop, while other sectors are better suited for other crops. 


Between 2007 and 2010 cassava production has increased threefold in the Southern province, and in 
2010 the Southern province was providing 48% of the national cassava production (Schrader et al 2013). 
In 2012, the share of land cultivated with cassava is between 16 and 22% in the programme districts and 
lower outside the programme areas. The main other crops are banana and (ordinary and climbing) 
beans. 


45 The administrative units in Rwanda from largest to smallest are province, district, sector, cell and the smallest 
unit is village. 
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Figure 4-1: Percentage of households growing cassava by districts 


4.2.2 Cassava related diseases 


A 2010 report by the UN Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO, 2010) describes two major viral 
diseases, Cassava Mosaic Virus (CMV) and Cassava brown streak disease (CBSD), that are a major threat 
to cassava production in the Great Lakes region. According to the FAO, “These are just the latest in a long 
line of strains of disease affecting cassava crop (with new variants appearing in 1983, 1993, 1997, 2004). 
Although timing is not regular, depending on biological events and conditions such as area under 
cultivation and climatic factors, it seems that major new diseases or strains of cassava disease tend to 
appear every 7–10 years.” The diseases are spread by a whitefly vector (Bemisia tabaci) and the 
movement of planting materials.  


Follow-up FAO press releases and newspaper articles46 report that after 2010 Rwandan cassava farmers 
had been affected. According to CATALIST programme implementers, the CBSD became a major problem 
in the Southern districts in 2014. 


The survey data confirm that between the baseline in 2014 and the endline in 2016, cassava crops of 
farmers in the study area have been attacked by these diseases and large parts of the harvest have been 
destroyed. As shown in Table 4-1, 38.7 percent of the sampled farmers have stopped cultivating cassava 
since 2014 due to the diseases. Of the 561 farmers that did cultivate cassava in 2015, 74.1 percent 
indicated that their harvest suffered from the diseases and for 50.6 percent of the sampled farmers the 
diseases destroyed more than half their harvest. Although the Rwanda Agricultural Board (RAB) has been 


46 FAO, 2011, press release, 16 November, 2011: “Cassava virus on verge of epidemic in East Africa”; The New 
Times, 1 June 2015, “Cassava farmers count the cost of 'endless' diseases, call for support”. 


CATALIST-2 cassava mega cluster (Kamonyi, Nyanza, Muhanga, Gisagara, Ruhango) 
CATALIST-2 Bugesera cassava cluster (CATALIST-2 funding stopped in 2013/2014) 


Source: CFSVA 2012 and CATALIST-2 programme documents 
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distributing cassava cuttings that should be resistant to the diseases, this has not solved the problem yet. 


(Mean) (N) 


Stopped cultivating cassava because of diseases 0.387 785 


(0.032) 


Harvest suffered from cassava diseases in past 12 months 0.741 561 


(0.027) 


Harvest suffered severely (>50%) from cassava diseases in past 12 months 0.506 561 


(0.031) 


Note: Standard errors in parentheses 
Table 4-1: Cassava disease incidence 


The damage caused by cassava diseases are a challenge for CATALIST-2 and similar projects that try to 
improve food security by increasing the cassava yield. In an impact evaluation study, effects of support 
programmes such as CATALIST-2 at the time of a sector wide disease “epidemic” affecting the 
programme beneficiaries may be more difficult to detect. However, as we argue below, the farmers in 
our study typically do not grow cassava exclusively and the programme also benefits other production 
types.  


4.3 The CATALIST-2 programme 
4.3.1 Programme outline 


The CATALIST-2 programme aims “…to create a stronger and more productive agricultural sector that 
can contribute significantly to a reduction of supply-induced and structural food scarcity in the Great 
Lakes Region.” (CATALIST-2 Workplan, IFDC and partners, 2013). CATALIST-2 works in Burundi, the 
Democratic Republic of Congo and Rwanda.  


CATALIST-2 followed on CATALIST, which was implemented between 2006–2011. The original CATALIST-
2 contract period was 1 July 2012 to 31 December 2015 but has been granted a no-cost extension until 
August 2016. CATALIST-2 is jointly financed by the Embassy of Kingdom of the Netherlands (EKN) and 
the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC), and implemented by the International 
Fertilizer Development Centre (IFDC) and Wageningen University and Research (WUR).  


The total of CATALIST-2 intended beneficiaries for the three countries combined is one million, with 
300,000 direct beneficiaries and 700,000 indirect. Direct beneficiaries are farmers who have received 
their training directly from a farmer leader. Indirect beneficiaries are farmers who get their knowledge 
from another source, e.g. a direct beneficiary or from the radio. IFDC may only count (for M&E purposes) 
someone as a beneficiary if he implements at least 2 elements from the training.47  


47 IBAKWE staff report that 90% of direct beneficiaries implement what they have learned correctly. In contrast, 
they argue that if you did not get the original full ISFM training it is very unlikely that you will implement it 
correctly. This reduces the likelihood of finding an indirect beneficiary who can practice a minimum of two ISFM 
elements. 
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Based on the CATALIST-2 Annual Reports, the regional programme has reached 320,694 farmers at the 
end of 2015. This number represents the direct reach through various activities implemented in the three 
countries. The programme budget for 2012-2015 was 29,5 mn USD of which 27,3 mn USD was spent. 
The costs for the full duration of the three country programme are about 85 USD per direct beneficiary.  


In Rwanda CATALIST-2 aims to reach approximately 43,000 direct beneficiaries; that is, producers 
(households) in the cassava cluster in Rwanda who will benefit directly from the programme activities in 
Rwanda. An additional 57,000 indirect beneficiaries are estimated to benefit from CATALIST-2 in the 
same area bringing the total number of targeted direct and indirect beneficiaries to 100,000. IFDC report 
12,894 as the number of realized direct beneficiaries. The full cost the support to the Rwanda cassava 
megacluster over the life of CATALIST-2, including IBAKWE contracts, meetings and cassava cuttings are 
reported at 514,326 USD (Rwf 326,597,213). This amounts to a cost per direct beneficiary of about 40 
USD (Rwf 25,329). IFDC have confirmed the lower than average cost of the cassava cluster support, partly 
because of the relatively low cost of crop inputs. 


4.3.2 Programme logic 


The CATALIST-2 Workplan (IFDC and partners, 2013) describes the focus of the programme as follows: 


“Building on the experience and technical achievements of CATALIST-1, IFDC will take on the challenge 
to create a stronger and more productive agricultural sector that can contribute significantly to a 
reduction of supply-induced and structural food scarcity in the Great Lakes Region. The focus of 
CATALIST-2 will be on regional food security, a reduction of production costs per unit product and an 
improved policy and business environment in the agricultural sector. The primary role of CATALIST-2 will 
be to increase agricultural production and create a vibrant market for the resulting agricultural products. 
The project will work towards a balanced mix of commodities and markets to reduce the risks of reliance 
on a narrow commodity base. Staple crops as well as pulses, oil-crops, fruits and vegetables may be 
included; allowing the region to address nutritional issues through diversification of diets.“ 


The goals of the CATALIST-2 programme are a 30 percent increase in commodity related income, 80 
percent of food insecure household moving up at least one step on the FAO household hunger scale and 
spill-over of benefits to non-participating households (farmer and non-farmer; CATALIST-2 workplan 
2016, IFDC). The programme is implemented in Congo, Uganda and Rwanda.  


CATALIST-2 is based on the Competitive Agricultural Systems and Enterprises (CASE) framework, 
developed by IFDC, that promotes farmer entrepreneurship. The underlying hypothesis of the 
programme is that small farmers need to have profitable market outlets (demand side) in order to have 
the means and to be motivated to invest in integrated soil fertility management on their farms (supply 
side). 


CASE suggests the following strategies for farmer empowerment in the value chains: 


• Improve farmers’ role as producers and explore the role of farming communities in processing;


• Improve farmer collaboration with chain operators and chain supporters;
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• Influence enabling environment.


CATALIST-2 works through agribusiness clusters, networks of actors including input dealers, small, 
medium or large agro-processors, producer organisations (cooperatives, farming groups, unions), 
traders and farmers. These are (largely informal) networks of private and public actors that need to 
cooperate to achieve their individual and collective objectives. A cluster is usually specialized in the value 
chain of a commodity in a geographic area.  


In CATALIST-2, the concept of a ‘mega-cluster’ was introduced to scale the outreach of the programme. 
A mega-cluster serves as an umbrella organisation/network for several local agribusiness clusters, which 
leads to concentration of efforts on geographical areas, agricultural sub-sectors or both. In theory, 
bundling efforts in a large number of agribusiness clusters operating in the same area may result in scale 
economies, for example through: contracting with larger sourcing companies, leading to more market-
pull; more possibilities to organize specialization on commodities; more advocacy clout to support claims 
for policy change and action at higher strategic levels (Schrader, 2013).48 


CATALIST-2 is thus based on a public-private partnership (PPP) model, and partnership – whenever 
possible – with national and international (including Dutch) agro-enterprises in areas such as agro-input 
supply, professional service provision and output marketing.  


The above description indicates a more ambitious approach compared with a strict supply side type 
intervention such as the Farmer Field School (FFS, Waddington et al, 2014). In the CATALIST theory of 
change market forces are invoked as the main driver for enhancing food security and farmer income. If 
successful, these market forces incentivize individual farmers to respond to the CATALIST supply side 
interventions such as trainings. Such responses, for example increased application of fertilizer and 
improved seeds and cuttings, and their yield and production effects should be observable at the micro-
level in the survey data.  


The CATALIST-2 core interventions in the local cassava clusters consist of: 


1. Providing information on ISFM (integrated soil fertility management) farming practices;49


2. Providing information on business and financial planning;


48 In relation to the market-pull aspect of CATALIST-2, it is important to mention the Kinazi Cassava Plant (KCP) that 
was established in 2012. An important reason for the focus on the increase in cassava production in CATALIST-2 
was the establishment of the KCP factory. The factory would presumably create an important market demand for 
cassava. Linking farmers and cooperatives to the new plant was a major focus of the project, with the expectation 
that cassava farmers would become more organized in cooperatives, among others for delivering cassava to KCP. 
However, the plant has hardly been operational since its establishment and demand for its high-quality cassava, 
either from export or domestic markets, has failed to materialize. According to the programme officers, this has 
negatively influenced the impact of CATALIST-2. 
49 Integrated Soil Fertility Management (ISFM) is a set of soil fertility management practices adapted to local 
conditions and aimed at maximizing efficiency of crop nutrient use and improving crop productivity. Practices 
involved include the use of mineral fertilizer, soil amendments (lime, rock phosphate), organic inputs, improved 
germplasm, agro-forestry and the use of rotations or intercropping with legumes (CATALIST-2 project proposal). 
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3. Enhancing access to improved cassava cuttings and other inputs (fertilizers, pesticides,
herbicides); this is largely facilitation of contacts as subsidies to inputs are rare.50


The target beneficiaries of the CATALIST-2 information interventions are cassava farmers. The focus of 
the programme is on “intermediate farmers” (IFDC/EKN/SDC, 2013) with land holdings of 0.5-2 hectares 
but farmers with smaller land holdings are included (both in the intervention and in the research sample). 


The information is provided to farmers via trainings using a training of trainers system. At the top level 
IFDC trains the partner NGOs responsible for clusters (for example, IBAKWE in the case of the cassava 
mega-cluster in the Southern provinces of Rwanda). Then, in turn, the cluster NGOs organise trainings 
for farmer leaders in the area of their cluster. It is the responsibility of the cluster NGOs to recruit farmer 
leaders. The responsibility of the farmer leader is to organise in his/her locality a group of around 20-30 
farmers that he/she will train on using ISFM farming practices.  


Figure 4-2 reproduces the programme logic for the cassava mega-cluster from the perspective of small 
producers (farming households) that are in the focus of this evaluation. 


In the figure CATALIST-2 related activities are highlighted with green. The left hand side of the figure 
shows that the programme logic starts with providing information on ISFM farming practices and 
business and financial planning.  


50 Access to fertilizers is implemented by the government, while PReFER (another programme of IFDC) supports the 
privatisation of the system of fertilizer import and distribution. Improved cassava varieties are approved by RAB, 
while the improved cuttings are directly sold by farmers.  
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Figure 4-2: Programme logic for the cassava mega-cluster from the perspective of small producers 
(farming households) 


A review of the programme logic reveals a substantial number of layers in the causal chain. The headline 
mechanisms are:  


(1) Farmers participate in the trainings and master ISFM, business skills; 


(2) Farmers apply the ISFM and business skills as a result of the training programme and the improved 
access to input and output markets;  


(3) Farmers increase their yields and production as a result of learned ISFM/business skills, better 
fertilizer, seeds, other inputs use and better market opportunities; and  


(4) Higher production translates into better household food and nutrition outcomes, via market 
purchases from higher income and home consumption of own production.  


There are underlying assumptions in each of these mechanisms. 


(1) Participation: farm households can obtain the information through various channels: farmers who 
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are members of a cooperative can receive information through trainings at the cooperatives or from 
fellow cooperative members who were trained by facilitators; extension workers or farmer promoters 
can be trained on ISFM, and they can set up a model farm or demonstration plot in their village; finally, 
information is also provided through a radio show.  


Underlying assumptions are: facilitators are adequately trained, well-motivated, the trainings are high 
quality and follow-up with the farmers is taken care off; farmers are interested and attend sufficient 
meetings; the trainings are well synchronised with the planting season. For indirect information 
transmission (to non-attending households) it is necessary that there is a high degree of social cohesion 
within the village; geographical proximity to other farmers (observation) or market (communication).  


(2) Use of information: knowledge of ISFM farming may motivate farmers to start implementing ISFM 
practices, the improved cassava cuttings and organic and inorganic fertilizers.  


Note that the government does not provide subsidized fertilizers for cassava, and most people do not 
use any chemical fertilizers for cassava. Input subsidies are very rare in Rwanda, as is shown in section 
4.5. However, governmental institutions (RAB) promote the use of disease-resistant improved cuttings 
for cassava and improved cassava cuttings are financed by CATALIST-2. Furthermore, CATALIST-2 is 
involved in training agro-dealers to set up local outlets for inputs including fertilizers for cassava. Hence, 
it assists in linking farmers to input markets (potentially also farmers who have not heard of IFSM).  


Since fertilizers and improved cuttings are not generally subsidized, farmers may be constrained in 
investing in these inputs by their lack of savings and limited knowledge and possibility to apply for a loan. 
CATALIST-2 addresses this shortcoming by training farmers on cost-benefit calculation and on how to 
make a business plan that can be submitted to the bank to apply for a loan. 


For use of information, including investment in inputs to happen, the curriculum needs to be relevant to 
problems facing farmers and farmer attitudes need to be changed (convinced message appropriate) as 
a result of the programme (e.g. if farmers already applied ISFM – or learned it through another channel 
than CATALIST-2, before or during the CATALIST programme implementation – the programme will not 
show an effect). Moreover, if appropriate, the relative advantage over old practices must be sufficiently 
large and convincing to make the required investments and start implementing. The new technology 
must be attractive in terms of market access, favourable prices and environmental factors including 
weather, soil fertility and, importantly in this case, diseases. 


CATALIST-2 is also lobbying at a national bank to offer a cassava-specific loan contract in the mega-cluster 
area. The fact that KCP is willing to buy all cassava harvest provides a good basis for these negotiations. 
However, farmers need to submit a realistic business plan to be able to get a loan. For the programme 
to generate an impact, the credit access and market prospects need to be an ex-ante binding constraint 
with respect to the application of ISFM techniques; if they are not binding constraints, lifting them will 
not measurably increase ISFM application. 


In addition to inputs, farmers have to decide on the land allocation between cassava and other crops. 
Government subsidies for maize and other crops, and extension programmes on other crops also 
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influence the land allocation decision of farmers. 


Market crop prices need to be sufficiently attractive to motivate farmers. CATALIST-2 is facilitating 
negotiations between KCP and farmers to get a better cassava price deal for the farmers. KCP offers 
farmers a fixed price for their harvest. However, farmers might be able to sell their harvest at a better 
price to other outlets. In addition, the fixed buy-in price does not motivate farmers to grow high quality 
cassava. 


(3) Production: based on their decisions, the farmers realize an output and yield for cassava and other 
crops. The harvested cassava can be used for home consumption or it can be sold to various outlets: 
traders, cooperatives or the cassava plant. 


An important underlying assumption is that production circumstances are sufficiently favourable that 
farmers are able to replicate the demonstrated yield increases on their own land. The cassava diseases 
discussed in the previous section are clearly disruptive in this sense, especially because the ISFM 
practices often require farmers to borrow money to make the necessary investments. 


(4) Food security and nutritional outcomes: the most direct way for increased production to translate 
into increased food intake is via home consumption of household farm harvest. An indirect way is via 
food expenditure due to increased farm income. For such outcomes to happen, intra-household 
bargaining must lead to allocation of resources to food and nutrition, in a way that benefits otherwise 
vulnerable household members. For example, if the additional income is spent on household members 
who eat reasonably well otherwise, no impact will be attributable to the programme. Furthermore, the 
nutritional value of additional food consumption and/or expenditure will determine whether the 
nutritional status of household members is affected.  


In summary, the programme logic assumes that via participation in the programme intervention 
trainings, farming households will start applying organic and chemical fertilizers, improved 
cuttings/seeds and soil fertility management practices. It further assumes that farmers will increase their 
yield and net income as a result of these practices. It is assumed that farmers have insufficient access to 
credit, input and output markets, which prevents them from fully realizing the benefits of IFSM. 
Therefore, the programme works on eliminating these obstacles; it assumes these are binding 
constraints so that removing them will improve the profitability of ISFM investment and thus increase 
their level. Finally, the programme logic assumes that increased harvest and/or income will increase the 
food and nutrition intake of the household members51. 


51 This is consistent with the hypotheses regarding the specific interventions (CATALIST-2) formulated in discussions 
with IOB: 


1. The training programmes lead to sustained changes in agricultural practice and entrepreneurship.
2. The changes in agricultural practice and entrepreneurship result in improved household income.
3. Increased household income improves food consumption (quantity and nutritional quality) in a manner that 


benefits all household members, including infants and women.
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4.3.3 Field implementation detail 


The CATALIST-2 programme is implemented through programme partners. The international partners 
are IFDC and WUR, while the Non-Governmental Organisation IBAKWE is one of the main local 
implementing partners in Rwanda. This section provides details on implementation of CATALIST-2 based 
on an interview with IBAKWE director John Twilingiyumukiza and project officers (Kigali, 22 February 
2016). 


The programme uses an escalated training system, or training of trainers system. From bottom to top 
this system includes: at the lowest level the Benibakwe, or farmer leaders; then team leaders at sector 
level; then advisors at district level; and central management in Kigali. The trainings target individuals 
and cooperatives. In the South (5 districts) the focus is on cassava (manioc). IFDC is one of IBAKWE’s 
(financial) partners.  


IBAKWE is contracted to manage three types of substantive activities in CATALIST (leaving aside tasks 
such as monitoring and evaluation):  


1. Training farmers with regard to intensification of agriculture (ISFM)


2. Facilitation of access to improved cassava cuts


3. Facilitation of mega-cluster development, incl. financial training


The stated focus of CATALIST-2 is on middle-sized farmers with landholdings of 0.5 – 2 ha. However, in 
reality a lot of small sized farmers participate in the programme, with holdings below 0.5 ha (and these 
are sampled for this study as well).  


1) ISFM training, Farmer Field School


IBAKWE uses the term Farmer Field School (FFS) for this intervention. First a demo plot is introduced, 
which consists of 2 plots: treatment and control. On the treatment plot all treatments are introduced, 
including ISFM, fertilizer, phosphates.  


The full ISFM treatment has the following steps: 


1. Anti – erosion


2. Good preparation of the soil, 2 steps


3. Application of compost


4. Liquid fertilizer (Digro), cuttings are put in this


5. Planting: make sure that plants/cuts are put in neat rows with sufficient space


6. Weeding (in first 2-3 months)


7. Fertilizer, either liquid or NPK
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8. Weeding 2nd time (5-6 months)


9. Repeat fertilizer 2nd time; repeat fertilizer 3rd time


10. Weeding 3rd time


11. Harvest: 12-24 months after planting. On average 14 months.


Yields reported by IBAKWE are: before treatment in the range 0-7 ton/ha, on average 5 or 6 t/ha. After 
full treatment: 20-40 t/ha, so should be very visible to farmers. These numbers are based on demo plot 
differences. The reported impact on cost is from 70 Rwf/kg on average (before treatment) to 21 Rwf/kg 
(after).  


Once these differences become visible to the farmers, trainers ask the farmer leader to organize a model 
farm, where the full treatment is implemented at scale (max 20 ha). The message to farmers is to 
implement the ISFM practices at scale on their own plot. The location of the demo plot is important. The 
programme advises the Benibakwe to locate them centrally, a place where a lot of farmers can observe 
the difference with their own harvest. 


IBAKWE claim that the intervention is an eye-opener to the farmers: “Before 2012 there was no ISFM in 
these districts at all”, “they were ignorant”. In 2012 they contracted/started with 120 farmer leaders or 
Benibakwe. In 2016 they have 656 under contract. There is a minimum of one farmer leader per village. 
But the number of leaders is a function of the number of farmers. The rule is one farmer leader per 30 
farmers.  


IBAKWE confirms that they are not the only ones to implement the FFS. For example, there are similar 
programmes by RAB. As we know, for example in Huye district there are non-CATALIST FFS interventions. 
Also, it is possible that in the Catalist districts cells that are not reached by IBAKWE do participate in FFS 
interventions.  


However, there is a difference in approach. Most importantly, the IBAKWE/Catalist intervention focuses 
exclusively on cassava. E.g. RAB FFS has FFS in many different crops (wheat, corn, potatoes, and cassava). 
This was confirmed by IFDC, although according to RAB they in practice sometimes train together with 
IBAKWE. According to IFDC it will be hard to find any household that has never heard about ISFM, either 
via radio or via visits. But they are insistent that there is a big difference between Catalist treatment and 
generic Government programmes. IBAKWE has far more resources, is better funded and focuses on 
cassava only. They provide structured trainings and follow-up via the farmer leader model, so with 
representation close to the producer. In contrast the “business as usual” model is that one RAB or district 
representative has to cover a whole sector, so brief trainings, without local resource person and without 
follow-up. 


Secondly, the Catalist programme includes the other components mentioned: cuttings, facilitation 
(including business training, value chain networking).  


Typically, trainees follow 4 sessions of 2 hours, focusing on: 
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1. Preparation of the land, application of compost 


2. Application of chemical fertilizer, NPK 


3. Looking at evidence on the demo plot 


4. Harvest 


So for the main element of Catalist, ISFM FFS, the total treatment is 8 hours training. Sometimes they 
add a class for special issues, e.g. plant diseases. The number of farmers per farmer leader is 30. That is, 
the farmer leaders are told to recruit a class of 30. The total number of farmer leaders depends on the 
quantitative targets set by the programme/IFDC. 


It happens that farmers refuse to participate or continue participation. Reasons given are: no time, do 
not believe in the programme, “ignorant” of the benefits, or belief that the cost of inputs are too high. 


2) Access to improved cassava cuttings, diseases  


The set-up of a model farm is incentivized by CATALIST-2 through the provision of subsidized or free 
fertilizers and improved seeds.  


IBAKWE implementers regard the Cassava diseases as a big problem. Mosaique disease has been around 
for a long time. Improved varieties resistant against mosaique disease came in 2005, 12 types. They 
selected the 5 best and used these. The CBSD (cassava brown streak disease) only arrived in 2014. 
IBAKWE says that both the mosaique resistant and traditional variety cuttings are affected by CBSD.  


In 2014-15 IBAKWE had 5300 ha of model farms/demo plots. Because of brown streak the harvest on all 
plots was completely lost. This was the first time they saw CBSD. So the improved variety cuttings 
introduced in 2005-06 were resistant against mosaique but as it turned out not against CBSD. According 
to IBAKWE, traditional or non-improved varieties also suffer from CBSD. So the idea that the intervention 
may have promoted a variety more sensitive to disease is contradicted. 


3) Facilitation of mega-cluster development 


This part of the intervention includes (a) financial training and (b) networking to get contracts signed in 
the value chain, for example between producers and traders, between banks and producers. 


As part of this facilitation, there is a push to provide individual farmers with credit contracts from banks. 
These are a type of group loan where members of the cooperative will guarantee loans for one another. 
In effect these are group loans with assortative matching, as members have to vouch for one another 
and are liable for each other’s’ loans. The contracts are individual, but it is not exactly clear how the 
group liability works. 


According to IBAKWE management, the actors in the value chain are: producers; banks; traders; 
processing industries; researchers, advisors; (local) government; NGOs. All these actors together form a 
cluster, and groups of clusters form a mega-cluster. However, it is not clear what the nature of the 
economies of scale is. The facilitation also includes an element of advocacy for the sector, e.g. with 
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respect to the Rwanda Agricultural Board.  
 
4.3.4 Beneficiary feedback: Focus Group Discussions  


Focus Group Discussions (FGD) with IBAKWE CATALIST-2 project beneficiaries were organized in two 
villages: in Binuga village, Cyeza Sector in Muhanga District (7 March 2016); and Musangano village, 
Busoro Sector in Nyanza District (8 March 2016). The selection of these two districts and villages was 
intended to represent a degree of diversity in terms of cassava cultivation while at the same time 
providing respondents who have interacted with the programme for some time. According to Schrader 
et al (2013), Nyanza district has a high score in terms cassava production potential and Muhanga has a 
medium score. In the Muhanga village there are relatively few people active in cassava production, in 
the Nyanza village many. What both villages have in common is the fact there is a demo plot and a model 
farm and that the programma had been operating from before our baseline survey (early treatment). 


The full FGD reports are included in Annex XII. Here a summary of the main findings in both villages is 
presented. FGDs were organized in both villages in groups of male only participants, female only 
participants, men and women together, as well from groups of men and women who did not participate 
in the project. As there is substantial similarity between the main findings, both across the villages as 
across groups, the common findings are presented, by group type and by theme.  


The main goal of the project according to the men and women in the FGD was to assist farmers get out 
of poverty by assisting them to increase their farm production. They all confirmed their participation in 
the project activities and more specifically in trainings giving the following as the key topics taught: 


• Land preparation 


• Crop rotation 


• Use of improved seeds 


• Use of fertilizers 


• Use of pesticides 


The farmers in Musangano in addition mention record keeping and cost benefit analysis as part of the 
training. The project focused mainly on cassava growing. The project also linked them with markets 
where they could sell their produce. Before the project, farmers used to practice subsistence farming 
using traditional practices which were not very productive but the project empowered them to produce 
commercially. 


From the FGD with the male farmers, the main reasons for using agro-inputs include the following:  
• The training that the farmers have got from the project with regard to use of modern farming 


methods; 


• Access to and use of improved seeds for cassava, rice and maize which give better returns for the 
farmers hence allowing them to produce enough for home consumption and for sale 
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• Growing crops on a timely basis i.e. during the right season and weather as well as at a time when 
the demand for the produce is high. This has ensured that there is always a ready market/ demand 
for the produce. 


• Access to and use of pesticides to control the various diseases that attack crops. The farmers who 
have participated in the project, have been able to apply pesticides to control diseases which 
attack cassava, maize and rice 


• Land conservation and control of soil erosion has given the farmers an opportunity to grow crops 
on the hill-sides and in marshlands. Previously, the farmers were unable to grow crops in some of 
these places but today they are able to due to the introduction of modern farming techniques 
and as a result, the farmers have got new opportunities to grow crops in areas which used to be 
redundant hence increasing their produce for home use and for sale. 


• The farmers also cited the challenge of small sizes of land as a key reason for using agro-inputs. 
The need to increase yields per acreage is what is driving the farmers to apply fertilizers and use 
the pesticides so as to increase production. 


All farmers said that they were able to apply the knowledge acquired in practical ways in their farming. 
As a result, the project had positively impacted the community in the following ways: 


• Increase in production meaning they had sufficient quantities of food for consumption and the 
excess for sale.  


• The farmers reported that it was common for people in the area to have only two meals a day but 
children had three meals. The FGD participants mentioned that this is now slowly changing as a 
result because they are now able to produce enough food. 


• They also bought or leased land to increase their production. 


• Increase in income from sale of produces.  


• Improved access to food. From the income gained from sales of farm produce, the farmers were 
able to buys other foods that did not produce. 


• Improved ability to meet household needs such as paying schools fees, buying food. 


In addition, the women pointed out that they are more financially independent from their husbands and 
they are more involved in decision-making in the household. The women from Binuga village were also 
able to obtain loans from financial institutions after gaining information and courage through the project 
and they made female friends in the group that allowed them to talk about their issues.  


The farmers said that their neighbours and friends had indirectly benefitted for the project as they shared 
some of the seeds and cuttings issued by the project. They said it was important to share with their 
neighbours because if their neighbours continued planting poor varieties of crops, they were prone to 
get diseases which could easily spread to their farms. 


They felt that the project had positively impacted their lives and that their families were living better 
lives compared to the period before the project. They further recommended that the project be 
replicated in other regions so that other people can benefit the way they had benefited in the years the 
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project was in their area.  


Below are main challenges that the farmers who participated in the CATALIST-2 project mentioned: 


1. The Cassava Brown Streak Disease CBSD) had negatively reduced their food production. The 
disease affected the tuber, the stems and the leaves. The tubers were particularly damaged with 
some cases resulting in tuber rot of the whole root system. The project had made effort to 
overcome this challenge by introducing a different cassava variety from Uganda that was 
claimed to be resistant to the virus causing CBSD. As at the time of the evaluation, the project 
was testing the new cassava variety in the model farms to gauge its performance. 


2. The weather was unpredictable as rains became intermittent. Although the overall land 
production in the land had increased, the farmers felt it would have even been higher were rains 
more reliable. 


3. The farmers felt that it would be difficult for them to access improved seeds and cuttings without 
the assistance of the project. 


4. Loan payment was difficult for farmers who had lost most of their crop to CBSD. 


The farmers who participated in the FGD were asked about the issue of sustainability of the programme. 
All the participants responded that sustainability of the programme was possible because the farmers 
felt that they had been equipped with knowledge and skills that they could continue to use even beyond 
the project period. Moreover, they mention the possibility to spread the knowledge further to non-
participants. 


 


4.4 Methodology  
4.4.1 Evaluation questions and indicators 


The primary goal of the quantitative impact evaluation is to address Evaluation question 4: effects on 
food security. As the food security impact is the ultimate effect in a long chain of causation, the 
evaluation addresses the following evaluation sub-questions to quantify intermediate effects of the 
intervention: 


First order effects: 
1. Have cassava growing farmers adopted ISFM farming practices (use of fertilizers and soil 


management) as a result of the CATALIST-2 programme (specifically, information on ISFM and 
proximity to agro-dealers, link to credit market)? 


2. Do cassava growing farmers have better access to credit as a result of CATALIST-2 programme 
(specifically, information on business planning and applying for credit, cassava credit 
arrangement)? 
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Second order effects: 
3. How has the land used for cassava changed as a result of CATALIST-2 programme among the 


targeted cassava growing farmers? 
4. How has the yield of cassava changed as a result of the CATALIST-2 programme among the 


targeted cassava growing farmers? 
5. How has the output of cassava changed as a result of the CATALIST-2 programme among the 


targeted cassava growing farmers? 
6. How has the total output of the farmers changed as a result of CATALIST-2 programme among 


the targeted cassava growing farmers? 
 


Third order effects: 
7. How has the income (price of cassava and wages) changed as a result of the CATALIST-2 


programme? 
8. How has the food security (availability, utilization, access, stability and nutritional intake) of 


cassava growing farmers changed as a result of the CATALIST-2 programme. 
 
4.4.2 Identification strategy 


An essential step in a quantitative impact evaluation is to establish an identification strategy, which 
determines the counterfactual. In non-experimental impact studies the evaluator needs to use 
observational data in a setting where, typically, treatment assignment is endogenous. This means that 
treatment status is correlated with the outcomes of interest, not just because of the treatment effect 
itself but - likely - because of mechanisms that co-determine the outcomes and treatment status 
irrespective of the treatment effect. The identification strategy needs to address this “confounding”. 


A typical approach in observational impact studies is to measure impact as the difference between the 
changes over time in mean outcomes for treated and untreated units (villages, households). This 
difference-in-differences (DD) approach requires that data are available for two points in time for a 
sample of treated and untreated units, where the numbers of treated and untreated are preferably 
approximately balanced. Since our data fit this description, we use the DD as our central estimator. Other 
methods that we considered are DD identification with matched controls and a household fixed effects 
model. As we discuss in Section 4.7.1 the qualitative differences between our central estimates and these 
alternative estimates are minimal. A summary of the various estimation results is provided in Annex 
XVIII. 


The DD estimator requires the assumption of a common trend for treatment and control units: the 
parameter estimated is the treatment-control difference of the differences for each of these groups over 
time. In a regression framework, we control for two types of fixed effects: (1) fixed treatment group 
effects, to control for all time-invariant observed and unobserved factors that correlate with 
membership of the treatment group; and (2) fixed time effects, so effects that are common to both 
treatment and control groups at one particular point in time, or “common trends”. In our case, the 
disease trend in cassava production regressions is a good example.  
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As detailed in the next section with descriptive evidence and consistent with the programme descriptions 
in the previous section, our main treatment indicator is household self-reported participation in any ISFM 
training. We cannot use a village level treatment indicator because nearly all villages in our sample have 
received some form of training support. In other words, there is no control group in terms of village level 
treatment; therefore, these groups need to be defined at the household level.  


Moreover, the analysis does not focus exclusively on CATALIST-2 (IBAKWE) interventions, because of the 
relatively low percentage of sample households that participated in these. Based on IBAKWE programme 
data only 16 percent of households in our sample live in villages where IBAKWE trained farmers between 
baseline and endline,52 and about 8 percent of the full sample participated in these trainings. However, 
we find that 49 percent of households have taken part in some ISFM training; that is, a training that could 
have been organised by IBAKWE, the (local) government or by another NGO. Based on program 
descriptions by several implementers all these trainings have the farmer field school format, but may 
differ in details; see also the discussion in 4.3.3.  


We provide the IBAKWE specific regression equation below and in Section 4.6.8 discuss specific IBAKWE 
results if they are different. The empirical focus of this chapter is therefore on generic “CATALIST-2 type” 
ISFM or business training interventions, even if it is not strictly a CATALIST-2 labelled intervention. We 
also present tests of possible interaction effects between ISFM training and specific CATALIST-2 elements 
such as business training.  


The treatment indicator is also delineated in time: treatment group households are those that have 
participated in (ISFM or business) training in the last 24 months before the endline survey, i.e. between 
April 2014 and March 2016. This means that the impact regressions will pick up effects that occur within 
two years of the intervention. A possible concern is that some households have participated in trainings 
before April 2014. This would be especially problematic if a) effects are long-term so affecting the endline 
outcomes and b) these pre-baseline treatments were concentrated in our control households. If a and b 
hold, we would run the risk of underestimating treatment effects. We find that 42 percent of the study 
population received this “pre-baseline” treatment. However, this early treatment group is divided 
equally over our 2014-16 treatment group: 49 percent of this group is “treatment” in our analysis and 
51 percent control. In other words, our treatment and control groups are balanced in this regard.  


A general issue with DD identification is that any differences in trends between the treatment and control 
groups, that occur at the same time as the intervention, are attributed to that intervention. If there are 
other unobservable factors that affect the difference in trends between the two groups, then the 
estimation will be biased. A particular concern here is the cassava disease environment. For example, if 
there are characteristics of the cassava disease that make, say, the control group on average more 
vulnerable to it, this has the potential to bias the impact estimate upward as we assume a parallel trend 
in the absence of the treatment. However, this is only the case if a) the disease vulnerability is not 
observed and b) the differential vulnerability is unrelated to treatment.  


52 Note that IBAKWE is active in 30 out of the 67 sampled cells, but they did not organize trainings in all the villages 
within these cells. 
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The argument here is that both conditions are not met and that the parallel trend assumption is thus not 
invalidated. First, the disease environment is an observable (as farmers report to what degree their 
(cassava) crops are affected by diseases) and the information is used in the production impact 
regressions. Second, even if there is a disadvantage to being in the control group on account of the 
cassava diseases, it can be argued that this should be attributed to the intervention as improved varieties 
are distributed as part of the programme. We test this separately and do not find a difference in the 
treatment effect estimate; therefore we retain the disease indicator in the production regressions 
(section 4.6.2). 


For all our outcome variables of interest we estimate the following equation:  


Outcomeijt= α + β1 * Time(2016)t * T-Groupi + β2 * T-Groupi + β3* Time(2016)   (1) 


 + δ1* Xijt + δ2* Zjt + ηjt + εijt  


where Outcome is the outcome of interest for household i in village j at time t. T-Group is a dummy 
constant which equals one if the household is part of the intervention group. Time is a dummy that is 
equal to one for 2016, i.e. after the intervention took place, and zero for 2014, before the intervention 
took place. X and Z represent time-variant household and community characteristics. η and ε are 
idiosyncratic error terms at the village and household level. 


The parameter of primary interest is β1 measuring the impact of participation on the outcome variable 
of interest. Parameter β2 is not an impact parameter. It is a constant which measures the mean difference 
between treated and untreated households; it reflects any time-invariant unobserved differences 
between treated and untreated households that would confound the estimate of β1 if not accounted for. 
Parameter β3 is a time trend and filters out any “macro” changes over time that affect both the treatment 
and the control group.  


Equation (1) shows that the difference-in-differences parameter β1 measures the impact of the 
programme after controlling for unobservables that determine both participation and the outcome; 
after controlling for changes over time that are unrelated to the treatment; and after controlling for 
household and village level observables that determine the outcome and may be correlated with 
participation.  


To study any differential impact of IBAKWE interventions next to generic type ISFM trainings, we 
estimate 


      Outcomeijt= α + β1 * Time(2016)t * T-Groupi + β2 * T-Groupi + β3* Time(2016)  (2) 


     + γ1* IB*Time(2016)t * T-Groupi + γ2* IB * T-Groupi + γ3* IB* Time(2016)  


      + γ4* IB + δ1* Xijt + δ2* Zjt + ηjt + εijt 


In this equation we have added the indicator variable IB which is a village level indicator of IBAKWE 
activities having taken place there in the study period. For example, the interaction IB*T-Group is a 
household level variable indicating the household participated in an ISFM training in an IBAKWE village. 
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In effect, two different treatments are specified in (2), generic ISFM training and IBAKWE ISFM training, 
in a DD equation.  


The coefficient of interest here is γ1, the IBAKWE training treatment indicator. We note that the control 
group is formed by the group that is not represented by any of the indicators in the equation, which is 
formed by non-treated households in non-IBAKWE villages. 


Lastly, a caveat about multiple hypothesis testing is in order. The Rwanda food security causal chain is 
long and complex. Each part of the chain tests whether program participation had an effect on a large 
set of outcomes. For example, in Section 4.6.1, the impact of the program on twenty-two ISFM adoption 
indicators is tested. This series of regressions can be seen as testing a family of related hypotheses on 
the treatment effect on ISFM adoption. We caution that in the context of multiple hypothesis testing the 
standard p-values for individual impact estimates are suggesting more significant findings than when 
adjustment is made for family-wise hypothesis testing. This is especially true when there is a large set of 
tested outcomes that are closely correlated, say different aspects of ISFM adoption, while only few of 
them have a significant coefficient estimate.53 We do not make these adjustments formally, as this is not 
(yet) standard practice in the literature. However, in Section 4.6 we mention the fact that many 
regressions do not show a significant impact on a particular outcome in the causal chain; and that most 
of these results are omitted while we select a few significant effects for presentation. We thus remind 
readers that a selective set of results is presented and that the many “unsuccessful trials” should not be 
forgotten. We provide a summary list of all the outcomes tested in Annex XIX. 


 
4.4.3 Sampling and data collection  


The baseline sample consists of 804 households in 67 cells sampled from seven districts in Southern 
Rwanda, located in the agro-cultural zones with relatively high shares of farmers growing cassava. The 
seven sample districts include the five CATALIST-2 programme districts (Gisagara, Kamonyi, Muhanga, 
Nyanza and Ruhango) and a control district in the Southern province (Huye). The five programme districts 
constitute the so-called CATALIST-2 cassava mega-cluster in the Southern province. 


Between baseline and endline, the CATALIST-2/IBAKWE programme had been active (e.g. organised 
trainings, established demoplots or set up agrodealers) in 30 cells or 44.8 percent of all cells according 
to program data received from IBAKWE. Additionally, within these cells, IBAKWE did not organize 
trainings in every village and not all households in each village participated. Only 16.1 percent of the 
households in our sample live in villages where IBAKWE organized ISFM trainings between baseline and 
endline, and – as reported in the previous section – only 7.80 percent of our sample have participated 
during this period.   


53 A small but growing literature (Anderson, 2008; Aker et al., 2012) argues that if outcomes A and B are correlated, 
the failure to find a significant impact for outcome A is informative for and should lower the significance of the 
impact estimate for outcome B. Since this is not yet standard practice, the reported standard errors and 
significance levels in this report have not been adjusted. Preliminary calculations are available on request and 
show that the adjusted p-values on the treatment coefficients are larger than 0.11 for all ISFM outcome variables. 
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The number of treatment cells, villages and households sampled in the districts are shown in Table 4-2.  
The table shows that the treatment and non-treatment cells are not distributed equally among the 
districts. Most notably, CATALIST-2 is the most active in Ruhango (see Annex VII). 


 


 CATALIST-2 
Districts 
 
  


Number of 
sampled CL2 


cells1 


Number of 
sampled CL2 


treatment 
villages2 


Number of CL2 
treated 


households3 


Bugesera 0 (10) 0 (20) 0 (116) 
Huye 0 (7) 0 (164) 0 (84) 
Gisagara 2 (5) 3 (10) 12 (59) 
Kamonyi 5 (10) 5 (214) 13 (117) 
Muhanga 5 (10) 2 (20) 6 (119) 
Nyanza 4 (10) 3 (20) 9 (111) 
Ruhango 14 (15) 9 (30) 28 (179) 
Total 30 (67) 22 (137) 68 (785) 
Percentage treated (weighted for households) 44.78% 16.06% 7.80% 


Table 4-2: Number of sampled cells by CATALIST-2 treatment status and district 


Source: IBAKWE provided programme data 
1 In a CL2 cell, IBAKWE has been active by either providing trainings, demoplots or agrodealers or a combination of 
these between baseline and endline. 
2 CL2 treatment villages received IBAKWE training between baseline and endline. 
3 These households live in the CL2 treatment villages and indicated that they participated in a training on ISFM 
practices between baseline and endline. They did not necessarily mention IBAKWE themselves as the organisation 
providing the training.  
4 In one of the non-treatment cells in Huye district, households were sampled from 4 villages instead of 2. Also, in 
one of the non-treatment cells in Kamonyi district, households were sampled from 3 villages instead of 2.  


At baseline household sampling was clustered at cell level, with 12 sampled households in each cell.54 
The endline survey set out to revisit these households and completed 786 household interviews in 69 
cells.55,56 The realized panel attrition rate is therefore 2.36 percent. 


The data collection used detailed household and community (cell level) questionnaires, covering a large 
set of indicators related to the intervention participation, the various outcomes along the causal chain 


54 In order to reach the direct beneficiaries of CATALIST-2, we stratified our sampling by membership in the 
CATALIST-2 farming group in the early treatment cells and by membership in a cassava cooperative in the potential 
treatment cells. In every cell, we aim to sample 4 households that are members (we call them listed as they are 
randomly selected from the list of members) and 8 randomly selected households that by accident could also 
include group members from which the listed households are sampled. In some cells, there are less than 4 listed 
households sampled, which can occur because the listed households were not available or there is no cassava 
cooperative in the potential treatment cell. Annex VII describes the sampling strategy in further detail. 
55 The administrative units in Rwanda from largest to smallest are province, district, sector, cell and the smallest 
unit is village. On average, Rwandan cells include seven villages. 
56 67 cells were sampled at baseline. During the study period, households moved within the sampled cells, causing 
differences in the sample size per cell, and two households moved to cells that were not sampled at baseline.  
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in the programme logic as well as control variables. The questionnaires for the quantitative survey are 
available in Annex III of this report, while the qualitative data collection plans for the endline period are 
discussed in Annex II. 


In each of the cells, at least one household has participated in some training on ISFM practices (either 
from CATALIST-2 or other program). Therefore, the impact of the treatment is only analysed on the 
individual level. As mentioned in section 4.4.2, the share of households in the treatment group, defined 
as having participated in at least one ISFM training between baseline and endline, is 49.2 percent. 


Because of the focus of the study, only cassava farmers were sampled at baseline. However, due to the 
cassava disease outbreak, 25.3 percent of the sampled cassava farmers stopped cultivating cassava 
between 2014 and 2015 and another 18.2 percent has indicated that they stopped cultivating cassava 
after their harvest between 2015 and 2016. In all sampled cells we sampled only households that grow 
cassava and their total cultivated land size does not exceed 2 ha. Despite the stated focus of CATALIST-2 
on middle sized farmers with landholdings of 0.5 – 2 ha, we did not include a lower bound on the size of 
land holdings because in reality we observe a lot of small sized farmers participating in the programme. 
Small sized farmers are also important for the evaluation from the perspective of food security. 


 
4.4.4 Sampling weights 


As mentioned above, we stratified the sampling within the cells by listed and randomly selected 
households. In order to make the results representative at the cell level for cassava growing households 
that cultivate less than 2 hectares of land, we need to weight the observations because the listed 
households have a far higher probability of being included in the sample than random sampling would 
imply. Therefore, within each cell we calculate sampling weights for the listed and randomly drawn 
households so that each sampled household in the cell has the same weighted probability of being 
included in the sample.  


Ideally, the probability of being included in the sample for the listed and randomly drawn households in 
each cell is the following: 


𝑝𝑝(𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙) =
4


#𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙
 


𝑝𝑝(𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑙𝑙𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑟) =
8


# ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙ℎ𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 𝑙𝑙𝑟𝑟 𝑙𝑙ℎ𝑙𝑙 𝑣𝑣𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑟𝑟𝑣𝑣𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 𝑓𝑓𝑟𝑟𝑜𝑜𝑟𝑟 𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑙𝑙𝑖𝑖ℎ 𝑙𝑙ℎ𝑙𝑙 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 ℎ𝑟𝑟𝑙𝑙 𝑟𝑟𝑙𝑙𝑟𝑟𝑚𝑚𝑙𝑙𝑟𝑟𝑙𝑙
 


In p(listed), 4 in the numerator stands for the number of households sampled in this group. It may happen 
that the number of households on the membership list is less than 4, in which case each sampled 
household has a 100% probability of being included in the sample (p(listed)=1). 


In p(random), 8 in the numerator stands for the number of households sampled in this group. In the 
denominator we take the number of households in all the villages in the cell where the farmer leader 
group/cooperative (from which we sample the listed households from) has at least one member. This is 
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a simplification in the calculation on at least two grounds: firstly, we assume that these villages are 
representative of the cell; and secondly, we do not exclude ineligible households (with no cultivated land 
or with cultivated land above 2 ha) from the number of households because we have no information on 
it.  


The sampling weight is calculated as the inverse of the sampling probability normalized at the cell level. 
The normalization occurs in order to give each cell equal weight in the sample (the sum of the weight in 
any cell is 12, the number of sampled households in the cell). Note that this implies that in a cell where 
there are no listed households sampled (only random sample) each household receives a weight of one. 


Looking further, it may be desirable to apply sampling weights to the cells as well, so that we have a 
representative sample. We have considered this option, however, given that the CATALIST-2 project area 
is not representative of the districts, i.e.: CATALIST-2 works with cells where the productivity of cassava 
is high, we are not able to construct representative sampling weights for the CATALIST-2 and comparison 
cells in the sample. Therefore, readers should be aware that the results are not representative of the 
districts where CATALIST-2 is active, but only of the CATALIST-2 project area. 


 


4.5 Descriptives 
4.5.1 Community and household characteristics 


The tables below present on cells (communities consisting of a few villages) and households in the 
sample at endline. 


Table 4-3 shows that on average there are 1241 households in a cell. According to the cell leaders, most 
of the households in the cells are small landholders with landholdings between 0.01-0.5 ha (56%) and 
84.85 percent of the households cultivate cassava.  


Considering the facilities in the cells, almost all cells have a feeder road going through and have mobile 
network coverage. On average there is 1.5 cooperative in a cell and an agrodealer is situated in 64.18 
percent of the cells. There is a bank in 11.94 percent of the cells and a micro-credit institution in 19.4 
percent of the cells, which shows that there are limits to formal types of credit supply for farmers. 
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All cells 
N=67 


Mean 


Number Of Households In Cell 1,241.284 
 (49.107) 
Landless Households In Cell (fraction) 0.066 
 (0.011) 
Households In Cell With Landholdings Between 0.01-0.5 ha 
(fraction) 


0.560 


 (0.0249) 
Households In Cell With Landholdings Between 0.51-2 ha 
(fraction) 


0.339 


 (0.02.44) 
Households In Cell With Landholdings Larger than 2 ha 
(fraction) 


0.035 


 (0.007) 
Households in Cell Cultivating Cassava (fraction) 0.848 
 (0.026) 
Dum. Feeder Road Going Through Cell 0.985 
 (0.015) 
Dum. Bank In Cell 0.119 
 (0.040) 
Dum. Micro-Credit Institution In Cell 0.194 
 (0.049) 
Dum. Agro-Input Dealer In Cell 0.642 
 (0.059) 
Number Of Cooperatives In Cell 0.015 
 (0.001) 
Dum. Mobile Network Coverage In Cell 0.985 
 (0.015) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses 


Table 4-3: Cell Demographics 


The household characteristics are presented in Table 4-4. The columns in the table show the weighted 
average, the standard error in parentheses and the sample size in square brackets. The weighted average 
of the total sample is shown in the first column labelled “Full sample (2016)”. Then the sample is divided 
by treatment in column 2 (Non-treated) and column 3 (Treated). Column 4 displays the p-values for the 
differences between the weighted averages of the indicators for treated and non-treated (P).  


The households in the sample have 5.4 household members on average and 53.8 percent has a child 
between 12 and 95 months in the household. The household head is 49 years old on average, with 27.2 
percent of the households being run by a female. Most household heads have at least some primary 
education and 71.1 percent of them have the skills to read and write. Finally, the average total plot size 
is 0.545 ha.  


The table shows that all characteristic indicators are significantly different between the treatment groups 
at endline (where treatment is defined as having participated in ISFM training in the study period, 
between baseline and endline). The treatment households are larger, less likely to be run by a female, 
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the household heads have a higher education level and the treatment households have more land.57 
Such differences in between treatment and control group mean household characteristics are to be 
expected when there is selection into treatment. Selection effects should not be misinterpreted as 
treatment effects and are controlled for through the dummy variable for treatment group (see section 
4.4.2). This treatment group indicator will capture any (un)observed differences related to treatment 
status.  


  


57 The differences between treatment and non-treatment are smaller for the food insecure subsample. Tables are 
available on request. 
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 (1) (2) (3) (4) 


 
 


Full sample (2016) Non-treated Treated (P) 


Number of People Living in Household 5.383 5.181 5.625 0.003*** 
 (0.087) (0.095) (0.133)  
 [786.000] [402.000] [384.000]  
Adult Equivalent Household Size 4.218 4.021 4.454 0.001*** 
 (0.071) (0.079) (0.110)  
 [786.000] [402.000] [384.000]  
(1701) Dum Children (12-95 months) 0.538 0.505 0.578 0.073* 
 (0.022) (0.028) (0.032)  
 [785.000] [401.000] [384.000]  
Dum. Female Household Head 0.272 0.314 0.222 0.005*** 
 (0.020) (0.026) (0.025)  
 [786.000] [402.000] [384.000]  
Age Household Head 49.015 50.388 47.400 0.004*** 
 (0.560) (0.775) (0.713)  
 [764.000] [387.000] [377.000]  
Dum. HHhead No School 0.228 0.254 0.196 0.094* 
 (0.017) (0.024) (0.023)  
 [786.000] [402.000] [384.000]  
Dum. HHhead Some Primary 0.369 0.400 0.331 0.059* 
 (0.018) (0.025) (0.026)  
 [786.000] [402.000] [384.000]  
Dum. HHhead Completed Primary 0.304 0.257 0.359 0.006*** 
 (0.019) (0.024) (0.027)  
 [786.000] [402.000] [384.000]  
Dum. HHhead At Least Some Secondary 0.076 0.059 0.098 0.049** 
 (0.010) (0.013) (0.015)  
 [786.000] [402.000] [384.000]  
Dum. Household Head Can Read & Write 0.711 0.665 0.765 0.002*** 
 (0.019) (0.021) (0.026)  
 [786.000] [402.000] [384.000]  
Sum of Plot Area in Hectares 0.545 0.468 0.637 0.003*** 
 (0.036) (0.037) (0.051)  
 [786.000] [402.000] [384.000]  
Note: Standard errors in parentheses, sample size in brackets, * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01 


Table 4-4: Household characteristics 


IBAKWE provided us with data on the villages in which they organize trainings. Assuming that all 
participants in those villages joined the IBAKWE trainings, the IBAKWE participants are not significantly 
different from the non-participants in terms of the characteristics of Table 4-4, except for a marginally 
larger household size.  
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4.5.2 Programme exposure 


The main interventions of the CATALIST-2 are two types of farmer trainings: (1) Integrated Soil Fertility 
Management ISFM and (2) Business and Financial planning. We will refer to these as ISFM and BF 
trainings.  


Table 4-5 provides the self-reported farmer participation rates in these trainings during the study period 
in the sample. An important finding is that 49.21 percent of farmers in the study area participated in 
ISFM training. This means that, as far as the main ISFM training treatment is concerned, the study 
sampling plan was successful in producing an ex-post treated group of close to 50 percent of the full 
endline sample. This allows for a comparison of changes over time in the relevant outcomes between 
treated and untreated households. 
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Variable During 24 months of study period, after 
baseline before endline 


N=786 


ISFM training   


HH Member Participated in ISFM training (at least once) 45.55% (s.e. 2.40) 


Visited Demo Plot or Model Farm 54.69% (s.e. 2.53) 


Agro dealer in cell 


Access to chemical fertilizer 


64.11% (s.e. 5.84) (N=784, 43/67 cells) 


94% (s.e. 2.95) (N=784, 63/67 cells) 


Quality of training rated good or very good 68.29% of 384 participants (s.e. 3.01) 


Received free/subsidized cuttings or seeds 5.72% (s.e. 0.99) 


Indirect beneficiary: heard about the training, did not 
participate 


30.23% of 402 non-participants (s.e. 2.75) 


BF training  


HH Member Participated In Trainings On Financial And/Or 
Business Planning 


16.56% (s.e. 1.66) 


Answered “yes” to: […] would you be able to obtain credit to 
buy this fertilizer?  


41.82% (s.e. 2.19) 


Quality of training rated good or very good  61.73% of 137 participants (s.e. 3.5) 


Indirect beneficiary: heard about the training, did not 
participate 


14.97% of 649 non-participants (s.e. 1.59) 


Both  


HH member participated both in ISFM and BF 13.22% (s.e. 1.61) 


Table 4-5: Treatment 


On average these ISFM trainings consisted of 4.3 sessions. Respondents report that the trainings were 
offered by Local Government (62.7%). IBAKWE is mentioned by 1.7% of participants.  


Participation in BF trainings is lower at 16.56 percent of farmers. Some 13.22 percent of farmers 
participated in both types of trainings. Improving access to inputs such as improved cassava varieties and 
fertilizer is also part of the programme description but only 5.72 percent of farmers report having 
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received seeds or cassava cuttings for free or at reduced price.  


Table 4-5 provides some additional information on the intervention “environment”, particularly about 
access to agricultural inputs and credit. These are seen as complements to the trainings in the 
programme logic. Fertilizer is “accessible” by almost all farmers, but credit is not. More than 60 percent 
of the trainees consider the training quality to be good or very good, both for ISFM and BF.  


Table 4-6 provides an overview of the receipt of subsidized inputs as reported by farmers in our sample, 
at baseline and endline. This shows that input subsidies are rare. The most common type of input subsidy 
received by the farmers is in the form of improved cuttings/seeds, which close to 10 percent of farmers 
have at baseline. All the other inputs subsidy types are received by very small fractions of respondents 
only.  
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Subsidy type Baseline 2014 Endline 2016 


Impr. Seeds 0.094 0.036 


 (0.013) (0.008) 


 [804.000] [785.000] 


Org. Fertilizer 0.014 0.019 


 (0.006) (0.006) 


 [804.000] [785.000] 


Chem. Fertilizer 0.031 0.010 


 (0.010) (0.004) 


 [804.000] [785.000] 


Pesticide 0.002 0.000 


 (0.002) (0.000) 


 [804.000] [785.000] 


Herbicide 0.000 0.000 


 (0.000) (0.000) 


 [804.000] [785.000] 


Insecticide 0.007 0.000 


 (0.004) (0.000) 


 [804.000] [785.000] 


Labor 0.003 0.002 


 (0.002) (0.002) 


 [804.000] [785.000] 


Note: Standard errors in parentheses, sample size in brackets 


Table 4-6: Input subsidies 


Even though the focus of the project evaluation is on cassava growing sectors and farmers, the impact 
evaluation will keep the definition of “treatment” and outcomes at the level of the farmer sufficiently 
general to allow for measurement of non-cassava impacts; for example, we define a farmer to be an 
ISFM project beneficiary (to have been “treated”) if he/she has participated in any ISFM training, even if 
cassava was not or only briefly discussed as part of a more general ISFM training. Similarly, we will look 
for impacts on both cassava and non-cassava agricultural production.  
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This approach is informed by data on land use in our sample. As summarized in Table 4-7 it is clear that 
while cassava is an important crop in our study sample, most farmers grow other crops besides it. In fact, 
more households cultivate beans than cassava and on average farmers allocate slightly more land to 
beans than to cassava (despite the fact that the study purposively sampled cassava farmers). These 
findings are consistent with generic ISFM training as the treatment (programme participation) variable 
of interest. 


 


 (Cassava) (Beans) (Sorghum) (Maize) (Soybeans) 


Cultivate (share of hh) 0.70 0.83 0.20 0.22 0.17 
 (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) 
Largest Land Use (share of 
hh) 


0.57 0.27 0.03 0.03 0.02 


 (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Land use (share land) 0.41 0.45 0.09 0.08 0.05 
 (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses 


Table 4-7: Crops cultivated 


4.5.3 Selection into treatment 


The selection of areas, villages and individual farmers into training is not random. The higher level 
selection of treatment villages is driven by the cluster NGOs (IBAKWE), but the village level treatment 
allocation reportedly also has a “snowball” element, where neighbouring villagers become enthusiastic 
and invite the programme officers. Once the programme officers are in contact with a farmer group in a 
village, individual farmers select themselves into treatment or decline the invitation. Since the trainings 
typically take several sessions, farmers can also participate in a few sessions of the training only. Table 
4-8 shows results of a regression of training participation, our primary treatment indicator, and a number 
of household characteristics at baseline58,59. We find that the likelihood of participating is positively 
correlated with membership of a farmer cooperative.  


  


58 The distance from the household to the farmer cooperative was calculated using GPS data. 
59 The asset index was constructed using ownership of radio, mobile phone, watch, bicycle, scooter or car. The 
weights for the items was determined based on principal component analysis of the DHS 2010 survey. Hence, the 
results are comparable to a representative sample of the Southern province in 2010. We find that households on 
average are somewhat better off in terms of ownership of the above mentioned assets compared to DHS 2010 
(asset index score of 0.457 in DHS). 
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 (1) 
 Treatment 
Sum of Plot Area in Hectares 0.028 
 (0.040) 
  
Asset Index 0.068 
 (0.042) 
  
Dum. Female Household Head -0.060 
 (0.047) 
  
Dummy Primary School Graduate 0.033 
 (0.044) 
  
Member of a Cooperative 0.182*** 


 (0.042) 
  
Distance in km to cooperative/farmer leader (only at endline) -0.003 
 (0.005) 
  
Age Household Head -0.003* 
 (0.001) 
  
Constant 0.461*** 
 (0.078) 
  
Region Controls  Yes 
N 764 
r2 0.085 
ymean 0.456 
Note: Standard errors in parentheses, * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01  


Table 4-8: Treatment selection 


A regression of cooperative membership (results not presented here) shows a strong association with 
assets and household size. We conclude that cooperative members are relatively well off, with large 
family sizes and many assets. They are also more likely to participate in the trainings offered by CATALIST-
2 (and similar programmes).  


Using the above model an ISFM training treatment probability score can be calculated for each 
household, using the observables in the model. The predicted treatment probabilities are presented in 
Figure 4-3, separating treatment and control group. Not surprisingly, the graph shows that a large share 
of observations for the treatment group is located on the right hand side, with a relatively high treatment 
probability. Nevertheless, the graph shows that most of the households are on the so-called common 
support, that is, the treatment probability interval defined by the minimum score of the treatment group 
and the maximum score of the control group.  
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Figure 4-3: Treatment probability 


4.6 Impact analysis  


This section presents impact results for Integrated Soil Fertility Management training, the first main 
intervention component and the intervention type with the largest coverage. The impact of financial and 
business training is presented in section 4.6.7. 


On the outcome side the surveys data provide a very large choice of variables, allowing for many impact 
equations to be formulated and estimated. Given restrictions on the amount of information that can be 
usefully presented, a selection of the indicators is presented in the following sections. The outcomes are 
discussed conform the order of effects as presented in the theory of change, starting with the adoption 
of techniques; then agricultural production, land use and yields; and finally income and food security. 


For ease of reference, all tables present estimates of the DD equation (3) presented in section 4.3: 


Outcomeijt= α + β1 * Time(2016)t * T-Groupi + β2 * T-Groupi + β3* Time(2016)         (3) 


   + δ1* Xijt + δ2* Zjt + ηjt + εijt  


In the remainder of the chapter, impact regression results are shown in tables where the first row shows 
the estimated treatment effect (β1); the estimated standard error of the estimate is shown in 
parentheses directly below the coefficient; and stars indicate significance of the coefficient estimates. 
The second row shows the coefficient estimate for the “participation group” indicator β2, and the third 
row shows the time trend.  
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All regressions include total plot size, cooperative membership, wealth, gender, age, education, 
household shocks, distance from village to agrodealer and district dummies as covariates (see the 
regression table footnotes; full results are available on request). Several specifications with varying sets 
of covariates and geographic dummy variables have been tried and typically the differences in estimates 
are very small. Note that we present alternative econometric specifications at the end of this section, 
including versions with propensity score matching to select control households and others with 
household fixed effects. We obtain impact results that are by and large qualitatively similar to the 
estimates of equation (1). 


 


4.6.1 Adoption of ISFM farming practices  


Question: Have cassava growing farmers adopted ISFM farming practices (use of fertilizers and soil 
management) as a result of the CATALIST-2 programme?  


The survey provides a set of 22 ISFM adoption outcome variables60. Table 4-9 gives a description of ISFM 
use in 2014 based on the mean values of five of these indicators: the use of soil protection, crop rotation, 
fertilizer and improved seeds and cuttings for cassava. Almost all households used soil protection and 80 
percent used crop rotation. Looking at cassava specific ISFM practices, only 3 percent of households 
apply chemical fertilizer to their cassava and 52 percent of household apply organic fertilizer61. In 
addition, the uptake of improved cassava cuttings was limited to 23 percent.   


60 These include the adoption of soil protection measures, crop rotation, application of chemical or organic fertilizer 
(in general or for cassava), application of improved cuttings/seeds, adoption indicators with respect to different 
types of improved cassava cuttings. 
61 For crops in general, 84 percent of households used organic fertilizer (see table 13 in Annex IV).  
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2014 Full 
sample 


Control Treatment 


Fraction HH that Used Any 
Soil Protection 


0.981 0.977 0.986 
(0.005) (0.008) (0.007) 


[804] [420] [384] 
Fraction HH that Used Crop 
Rotation 


0.797 0.760 0.843 
(0.020) (0.027) (0.024) 


[804] [420] [384] 
Fraction HH that Used 
Chemical Fertilizer For 
Cassava In Last 12 Months 


0.028 0.024 0.033 
(0.006) (0.007) (0.008) 


[804] [420] [384] 
Fraction HH that Used 
Organic Fertilizer For 
Cassava In Last 12 Months 


0.516 0.490 0.548 
(0.026) (0.029) (0.036) 


[804] [420] [384] 
Fraction HH that Used 
Improved Seeds & Cuttings 
For Cassava In Last 12 
Months 


0.224 0.213 0.238 
(0.018) (0.020) (0.029) 


[804] [420] [384] 


Table 4-9: Use of ISFM practices in 2014 


Table 4-10 provides estimates of the difference-in-differences equation (1) for three selected outcomes. 
The first column presents impact estimates for a composite index (the first principal component) of the 
full group of ISFM adoption variables. The treatment effect estimate is small and not precisely estimated 
(i.e. the standard error is relatively large), meaning we cannot differentiate it from a zero effect. In other 
words, we do not find a broad based impact that affects adoption measures as a group. 


At the level of the individual ISFM adoption indicators we find a few significant programme impacts. In 
column 2, we find that use of chemical fertilizer for cassava increases significantly. The coefficient size is 
0.042 or 131 percent of the mean use level (last row) of 0.032. This is a large impact and points to a 
success, as the increased use of fertilizer in cassava cultivation is one of the key goals of the CATALIST-2 
programme in the study area, and of agricultural intensification or farmer field school programmes 
generally.  


The programme impact for use of improved cuttings for cassava is also significant and large (66 percent 
of the mean use level, column 3).62 We also find a weakly significant positive effect on the use of 
improved seeds or cuttings in general (results not in table). The increased use of improved cuttings 
(seeds) is another first-order goal with a view to increased agricultural productivity. Therefore, this 
should also count as a success for the programme. There is an additional moderately significant positive 
association between adoption of improved cuttings and having experienced severe crop damage. This 
correlation remains if we interact the disease incidence variable with treatment (group), timetrend and 
their interaction. As expected, on average farmers who have experienced severe damage are more likely 


62 A note on observation numbers in Table 4-9: the full panel has 1590 households so this is the maximum number 
of observations in any regression. In column 1 we lose 47 observations due to missing values in some of the 
covariates. In columns 2 and 3 we analyze the decision to use fertilizer and improved cuttings in cassava 
cultivation. However, at endline many households no longer grow cassava while these regressions only include the 
farmers that do grow cassava and thus have to make the decision. 
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to adopt improved varieties and the programme further strengthens this adoption. 


Column 4 shows the DD regression results with a generic (not cassava specific) severe disease shock as 
the outcome. The result suggests that the programme resulted in less damage to the harvest of training 
participants. The previous regressions suggest that the mechanism is the higher use of improved 
varieties.  


The problematic cassava disease environment does, however, raise problems for the general theory of 
change for FFS interventions. For example, complementary inputs such as chemical fertilizer are costly 
and will not be profitable under all production circumstances. The increased uptake of improved cuttings 
may also reflect both successful implementation as well as the urgent need for farmers to change to 
disease resistant cassava varieties. We will see in the next sub-section whether the programme also 
raises yields. 


We conclude that the impact of the ISFM training programme on adoption of ISFM techniques is 
statistically significant and large for a few selected practices. However, it should be noted that the 
regressions leading to these significant findings are part of a series of twenty-two similar regressions, 
where the impact parameter estimate is significant in seven of these individual regressions. This series 
of regressions can be seen as testing a family of related hypotheses on the treatment effect on ISFM 
adoption and the caveats about precision of individual estimates in this setting apply (see the remarks 
at the end of Section 4.4.2.).   


Interestingly, the second row, column 1, shows that there is a strong correlation between the composite 
ISFM index and programme participation. In other words, farmers that participate are also ISFM 
adopters, but this is not the result of the trainings observed during the study. This is consistent with the 
earlier observation that farmers that are already cooperative members and relatively wealthy are more 
likely to participate in the training. It appears that on average these farmers would also apply ISFM 
techniques without the CATALIST-2 trainings.  


Column 3, row 3 is interesting because it shows that the trend in adoption of improved cassava cuttings 
is significantly negative. This “macro trend” is likely the result of the general insecurity about diseases in 
the cassava sector, steering farmers away from new cassava varieties. Seen against the backdrop of this 
negative trend it is particularly interesting to see that the programme succeeds in inducing participants 
to adopt improved cuttings.63  


  


63 The positive adoption impact is especially noticeable for the imituburano cutting. 
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 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
 PCA Soil protection, 


Crop rotation, Chem 
or Org Fert, Impr 
Seeds 


Dum. Used Chemical 
Fertilizer For Cassava 
In Last 12 Months 


Dum. Used Improved 
Seeds & Cuttings For 
Cassava In Last 12 
Months 


Harvest suffered 
severely (>50%) from 
crop diseases in past 
12 months 


TreatmentEffect -0.008 0.042** 0.137*** -0.074* 
 (0.089) (0.018) (0.049) (0.043) 
     
Participation 0.218*** -0.001 -0.011 -0.016 
 (0.073) (0.012) (0.034) (0.025) 
     
Timetrend 0.001 -0.004 -0.103*** 0.517*** 
 (0.073) (0.012) (0.036) (0.041) 
     
More than 50% of harvest 
suffered from crop diseases, 
past 12m  


-0.028 -0.005 0.042*  


 (0.066) (0.013) (0.025)  
     
Constant -0.400* 0.038 0.452*** 0.190*** 
 (0.205) (0.030) (0.067) (0.070) 
     
Controls  Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 1543 1323 1323 1543 
r2 0.146 0.038 0.055 0.283 
ymean -0.054 0.032 0.208 0.369 
Standard errors in parentheses 
Controlled for total plot size, cooperative membership, wealth, gender, age, education, household shocks, distance from village 
to agrodealer and district dummies. 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01 


Table 4-10: ISFM adoption 


We illustrate the results for the Improved Seeds Use regression with the below graph. The downward 
trend in improved seeds use among control households is clear, as is the difference between treated and 
non-treated households. At baseline, so before treatment, the fraction of households using improved 
seeds for cassava among those that will be treated during the study period is a bit over 0.25 and about 
0.22 among the non-treated. It appears that the treatment has kept the treated, on average, from 
(much) reducing their improved seeds usage during the study period, leading to a significant difference 
in improved seeds use between treated and non-treated at the end of the period.   
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Figure 4-4: Box plot for use of improved cassava cuttings 


 


The next figure plots the ISFM adoption index for control and treatment households. The index is a 
standardized “score” taking into account a number of range of soil management decisions by the farmer, 
including soil protection measures, use of fertilizer and use of improved seeds and cuttings. The index 
has mean zero and it is generic, reflecting the use of ISFM practices for various crops, including cassava. 
During the study period, ISFM adoption decreases for both control and treatment households, consistent 
with the non-significant impact estimate in the regression table.  
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Figure 4-5: Box plot for ISFM index 


 
4.6.2 Cassava production: output, land use, yields 


Turning to production decisions and agricultural outcomes of CATALIST-2, the headline evaluation 
questions from the baseline report were:  


1. How has the land used for cassava changed as a result of CATALIST-2 programme among the 
targeted cassava growing farmers? 


2. How has the yield of cassava changed as a result of the CATALIST-2 programme among the 
targeted cassava growing farmers?  


3. How has the output of cassava changed as a result of the CATALIST-2 programme among the 
targeted cassava growing farmers? 


Table 4-11 presents estimates of equation 1 with respect to questions 1, 2 and 3. An added question 
relates to commercial use of the harvest: did the decision to sell or the percentage of harvest sold change 
as a result of the programme?  


169  







 


For the production of the cassava harvest farmers used 0.148 ha on average64, which is 39 percent of the 
total land. The cassava yield is calculated in the same way as at baseline65,66. 


The outcome analysed in columns 1 and 2 is land allocation to cassava cultivation. The outcome in 
column 1 is whether the household planted cassava at all in the past 12 months; the outcome in column 
2 is the cassava land size allocation in ha. As shown in the descriptive tables in the previous section, 
about 39 percent of farmers indicated to have stopped cultivating cassava during the study period. This 
negative trend is clearly visible in row 3, and highly significant. In contrast, row 1 shows that the 
programme had a highly significant positive impact on cassava cultivation. The coefficient size is about 
one third of the (absolute) time trend coefficient. This shows that participation in the ISFM training 
programme did not reverse the negative trend but caused about 10 percent of farm households to 
continue cultivating cassava. The programme did not have a significant impact on the amount of land 
allocated to cassava cultivation (column 2, row 1). Columns 3 and 4 report impact estimates for, 
respectively, cassava yield (in tonne/ha) and total cassava harvest (kg) over the last 12 months before 
the interview. We do not find a significant impact of the programme on these outcomes. As expected 
we do find – for all variables in this table – a negative and significant time trend.  


  


64 This is the total area of plots on which cassava is the most important crop, which is more likely to correspond to 
the area on which cassava was harvested in the last 12 months than the area on which cassava was planted in the 
last season A and B. This, because the cassava harvested in the past 12 months was planted between one and two 
years ago. 
65 For the calculation of cassava yield, farmers with 0 kilograms of harvest and farmers that did not harvest yet 
were included. 6.8 percent of the sampled farmers cultivated cassava, but did not harvest yet.  
66 The area of plots cultivated with cassava is calculated in two ways: area of land planted with cassava in the last 
12 months, which may not be the same as the area on which the household harvested cassava, and the total area 
of plots on which cassava is the most important crop. The second value is more likely to correspond to the area on 
which cassava was harvested in the last 12 months. This measure is used to calculate the yield of cassava. 
However, the two measures show similar results both for the area planted and cassava yield. 
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 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 HH grows 


Cassava 
Land of 
Cultivated 
Cassava 


Cassava Yield 
Harvest Per 
Hectare 
(ton/ha)+ 


Cassava 
Harvest In Kg In 
The Last 12 
Months+  


HH Sold 
Crop 


% Of 
Cassava 
Sold 


TreatmentEffect 0.103*** 0.006 0.691 11.354 -0.041 -0.000 
 (0.035) (0.026) (0.651) (126.322) (0.047) (0.027) 
       
Participation 0.005 -0.014 -0.090 2.228 0.075* 0.031 
 (0.011) (0.020) (0.406) (123.865) (0.040) (0.021) 
       
Timetrend -0.266*** -0.070*** -1.724*** -179.268* -0.090** -0.034 
 (0.032) (0.018) (0.501) (102.923) (0.039) (0.023) 
       
More than 50% of 
harvest suffered from 
crop diseases, past 12m 


-0.192*** -0.039** -0.680 -174.938*** -0.112*** -0.056** 


 (0.026) (0.018) (0.413) (48.851) (0.039) (0.022) 
       
Constant 0.781*** 0.017 1.636* 95.460 0.419*** 0.128** 
 (0.044) (0.042) (0.971) (107.636) (0.102) (0.049) 
       
Controls  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 1543 1543 1082 1505 1323 1269 
r2 0.298 0.475 0.058 0.070 0.113 0.124 
ymean 0.851 0.190 2.959 302.365 0.335 0.157 
Standard errors in parentheses 
Controlled for total plot size, cooperative membership, wealth, gender, age, education, household shocks, distance 
from village to agrodealer, cassava diseases and district dummies. 
+Including 0 harvest and incl farmer that harvest later * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01 


Table 4-11: Cassava land use, yield, production 


We recall that in the previous section a negative significant treatment coefficient on the self-reported 
indicator for severe disease impact on harvest. Table 4-11 shows that the programme does not result in 
significantly higher (or less reduced) yields or harvest, despite the lower disease impact.  


We illustrate these findings using two “double difference graphs” in Figure 4-6, one for column 1 (farmer 
grows cassava) and one for column 3 (yield). At baseline all farmers grow cassava, a requirement to be 
selected for the survey. This means that the error bar is flat in both the control and the treatment group. 
During the study period there is a substantial fall in cassava planting for both groups, but the decrease is 
more pronounced among the control group. At endline the means are 66 and 77 percent for control and 
treatment group farmers, respectively. The difference of 11 percent is very close to the regression 
treatment impact (10.3 percent) reported in column 1.  


171  







 


 
Figure 4-6: Box plot for growing cassava and cassava yield 


The treatment effect is significant because the variation around the respective means is relatively 
limited, as illustrated by the 95 percent confidence intervals; the simple difference in the graph is 
“significant” because the confidence intervals do not overlap. This contrasts with the double difference 
analysis for cassava yields, illustrated in the right hand panel. There is a sizeable difference between 
control and treatment yields at endline (of approximately 1.5 versus 2.5 t/ha) while yields were close at 
baseline. However, there is a relatively large variation around these means and the confidence intervals 
overlap. This is consistent with the insignificant treatment effect estimate in column 3. 


To further explore the underlying mechanisms, Figure 4-7 plots mean cassava yields for improved and 
non-improved varieties for baseline and endline. This clearly shows that the general downward trend is 
much stronger than the positive yield difference between improved and non-improved varieties. A 
regression of severe disease incidence on use of cassava varieties (results not presented) shows that one 
variety has significantly lower risk and one a higher risk of such an adverse shock.  


This suggests the following explanation for the reported programme impacts. First, some cassava 
varieties reduce disease risk and programme participation increases access to such varieties. Farmers 
who have participated are more likely to continue growing cassava, as a result of the perceived benefits 
of participation including access to improved varieties; but possibly also because of behavioral effect of 
being member of a training group. Second and remarkably, the negative trend affects yields for both 
improved and non-improved varieties. The figure shows that the relative difference between the variety 
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qualities is approximately unchanged between baseline and endline. As some participants were already 
using improved varieties at baseline, it is not surprising that the yield effect is not significant (note that 
it is positive but with a relatively large standard error). We note that the quality of the varieties in our 
data is self-reported and there may be measurement error or uncertainty about this quality. This is also 
reported in interviews with implementers and beneficiaries. This uncertainty in combination with the 
experienced crop damages may explain why many farmers have decided to stop cultivating cassava. 
Moreover, when cassava plots have been affected by CBSD farmers are advised to leave these fields 
unused for a period of 1-2 years.  


 


 
Figure 4-7: Mean cassava yield 


It is perhaps surprising that we see a significant coefficient on the time trend next to the household level 
diseases indicator. However, note that the disease indicator is generic, not referring to cassava diseases 
specifically. A further explanation may be that there are disincentive mechanisms beyond the direct 
disease effect that impact the cassava production and decisions. The sum of the trend and the cassava 
shock parameters is larger than the full panel mean level in the sample. This is consistent with anecdotal 
evidence of farmers reporting that their complete harvest has been wiped out, as well as with farmers 
completely dropping out of cassava production.  


We also do not find significant programme effects on the decision to sell any cassava, nor on the 
percentage of the crop sold (but still find that participating farmers sell more of their crop than non-
participants, which is interpreted as a selection effect as discussed in the previous section).  


One concern with the regression specification might be that any positive programme impact on cassava 
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production that is related to lower disease incidence is captured by the disease shock variable. That is, 
the programme might succeed in lowering disease shocks via the distribution of resistant cassava variety 
cuttings but the impact parameter in columns (3) and (4) would reflect the programme effect exclusive 
of the disease effect. We have tested for this by excluding the crop disease shock variable and find that 
there is no difference in the qualitative conclusions regarding significance of treatment.  


 
4.6.3 Other crop yields 


How has the total output of the farmers changed as a result of CATALIST-2 programme among the 
targeted cassava growing farmers? 


The 5 most important crops at endline are beans, cassava, sorghum, maize and soybeans. In Table 4-12 
we review what happened to the yields of the “other” crops during the evaluation period to answer the 
question. None of the households reported growing maize or soybeans at baseline, so the cultivation of 
these crops has become popular in the past two years. This is clear from the significant time trend 
(columns 3 and 4, row 3). However, there is no significant treatment effect on the yield of any of these 
crops.  


Not reported here are regression results for the outcome “Household cultivates crop”. In this type of 
regression, we find a positive treatment effect on the cultivation of maize (0.193 or 175 percent of the 
mean, p<0.01), but there is a negative treatment effect on the cultivation of soybeans (-0.076 or 93 
percent of the mean, p<0.05; results not tabled but available on request). Apparently, the programme 
induced farmers to start growing maize, but induced them to stop growing soybeans. Similar results are 
found on the percentage of land used for these crops.  
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 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
 Beans_Yield Sorghum_Yield Maize_Yield Soybeans_Yield 
TreatmentEffect -1.926 -0.508 -0.143 -0.036 
 (1.695) (0.688) (0.871) (0.203) 
     
Participation -0.426 0.608 0.063 0.013 
 (0.515) (0.540) (0.045) (0.018) 
     
Timetrend 2.480 0.177 2.225** 0.731*** 
 (1.907) (0.563) (0.944) (0.192) 
     
Harvest suffered severely 
(>50%) from crop diseases in 
past 12 months 


1.099 -0.157 -0.461 -0.072 


 (1.146) (0.222) (0.282) (0.077) 
     
Constant 4.774 1.311** -0.380 -0.030 
 (3.321) (0.588) (0.230) (0.081) 
     
Controls  Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 1230 298 955 913 
r2 0.025 0.086 0.230 0.240 
ymean 1.546 1.384 0.335 0.098 
Standard errors in parentheses 
Controlled for total plot size, cooperative membership, wealth, gender, age, education, household shocks, 
distance from village to agrodealer and district dummies. 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01 


Table 4-12: Yields of other crops 


4.6.4 Value chain indicators 


How have the price of cassava and crop value changed as a result of the CATALIST-2 programme?  


Table 4-13 presents impact estimates for the (farmer specific) cassava market price obtained by farmers 
that sell (col 1); and the cassava and total production value of crops produced by farmers (columns 2 and 
3, respectively).  


We do not find any impact of generic ISFM training participation on these outcomes. We do see that the 
time trend for the cassava price is positive and significant at the 10 percent level, in line with expectation 
in a market where supply is suppressed. The negative price coefficient for the disease shock variable 
suggests that in severe cases the market is in disarray. In column 2, the negative trend and disease shock 
parameters for cassava production value are also as expected and consistent with the previous results 
for production quantities. The results confirm the general suppressed state of cassava production and 
market in the study area and period. The sum of the trend and the cassava shock parameters equals the 
mean level in the sample, again consistent with production value dropping to very low levels compared 
to baseline levels. As we did not find any impact on sales (see 4.6.2) nor in price, we do not find any 
effects through improvements in the value chain.  
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Column 3 shows that the total value of crops is not affected by the treatment, nor by the negative trend 
or disease shocks observed in the cassava regressions. This implies that the diseases crisis is limited to 
cassava production but also that on average farmers have diversified sufficiently to be somewhat 
protected from crop specific diseases. This also sketches the fundamental problem of agricultural 
production risk, which may well constrain efforts to further crop specialization. 


However, we do find a positive effect on total crop production value for the IBAKWE training as separated 
from generic training in equation (2). For this specific intervention we also find a negative programme 
impact on the difference between highest and lowest cassava price received by farmers, implying a more 
stable output price (see Section 4.6.8). Here we see a positive impact through the IBAKWE training on 
both production value and on output price stability, where the generic training has none. We thus find 
that for these indicators the value chain function of this particular intervention is validated. 


(1) (2) (3) 
Mean Price Of 
Cassava 


Cassava Production 
Value (in 000 Rwf, 
median district price)+ 


Total Value Of Crops 
Produced In Last 12 
Months (in 000 Rwf, 
median district price) 


TreatmentEffect -27.923 -3.181 10.583 
(54.414) (6.105) (49.356) 


Participation -11.566 7.403 -18.806 
(7.523) (5.581) (23.516) 


Timetrend 76.786* -15.426*** 49.889 
(40.440) (4.136) (41.948) 


Harvest suffered severely 
(>50%) from crop diseases in 
past 12 months 


-39.065*** -22.765*** -15.806 


(13.471) (3.655) (32.623) 


Constant 181.577*** 24.747** 139.539** 
(21.015) (10.092) (67.766) 


Controls Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 483 1493 1543 
r2 0.217 0.197 0.040 
ymean 175.715 39.318 132.867 


Standard errors in parentheses 
Controlled for total plot size, cooperative membership, wealth, gender, age, education, household 
shocks, distance from village to agrodealer, cassava diseases and district dummies. 
+Including 0 harvest and incl farmers that harvest later * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01 


Table 4-13: Price and production value 


4.6.5 Income and household welfare  
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How have the household income and welfare changed as a result of the CATALIST-2 programme? 


The total income is calculated by adding up the total other income and the total farm income, which in 
turn is calculated by subtracting the total value of expenditures on agricultural inputs from the total crop 
production value defined as the sum of the crop harvests times the median crop price in the district. 
Dividing the net total farm income by the total plot size makes the net profit per hectare of land. 


Table 4-14 presents impact estimates of ISFM training on a set of household welfare measures. Columns 
(1)-(4) present estimates for total income, net total farm income, total other income and net profit per 
hectare in the last 12 months. We do not find any impact of the training participation on these measures. 
We also do not find time trend or disease shock effects. This is not a surprise, given similar results of 
estimates for the total crop production value in the previous table. A further measure of income is the 
value of food consumption during the last seven days, valued at local prices. The total household value 
was analysed (result not in the table), but no significant result was found. (See the next Table 4-15 for 
impact regression results for the per adult equivalent consumption value). 


We do find a negative time trend effect on the asset index and on the indicator for hiring in labour for 
harvesting crops. These are signs of financial pressure for household in our sample. It is not clear why 
we would see such an impact for wealth but not for income, an arguably equally or more sensitive 
measure of household welfare. One explanation is that measurement error is a notorious problem for 
estimates of income in household surveys where full consumption modules are not feasible.  
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 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
 Total 


Income In 
Last 12 
Months 
(mn FRw) 


Net Total 
Farm 
Income In 
Last 12 
Months  
(mn FRw) 


Total Other 
Income In The 
Last 12 
Months (mn 
FRw) 


Net Profit 
Per Hectare 
Of Land (mn 
FRw) 


Asset 
Index 


Dummy hh 
used hired 
labor for 
harvest of 
crops 


TreatmentEffect 0.038 0.013 0.025 -0.170 -0.026 -0.025 
 (0.053) (0.049) (0.020) (0.350) (0.029) (0.032) 
       
Participation -0.025 -0.029 0.004 -0.129 0.040 0.021 
 (0.026) (0.021) (0.012) (0.093) (0.027) (0.023) 
       
Timetrend 0.062 0.044 0.018 0.449 -


0.187*** 
-0.075** 


 (0.042) (0.042) (0.013) (0.337) (0.023) (0.028) 
       
Harvest suffered 
severely (>50%) from 
crop diseases in past 12 
months 


-0.022 -0.013 -0.009 0.076 -0.005 0.021 


 (0.035) (0.032) (0.013) (0.247) (0.023) (0.027) 
       
Constant 0.176** 0.136** 0.040* 1.008* 0.407*** 0.144** 
 (0.073) (0.066) (0.021) (0.557) (0.076) (0.067) 
       
Controls  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 1543 1543 1543 1543 1543 1543 
r2 0.040 0.029 0.043 0.023 0.241 0.041 
ymean 0.176 0.099 0.077 0.404 0.538 0.149 
Standard errors in parentheses 
Controlled for total plot size, cooperative membership, gender, age, education, household shocks, distance from 
village to agrodealer and district dummies. 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01 


Table 4-14: Income and wealth 


4.6.6 Food security and nutrition 


How has the food security (availability, utilization, access, stability and nutritional intake) of cassava 
growing farmers changed as a result of the CATALIST-2 programme? 


According to Beegle et al. (2012), it is important to describe four primary dimensions along which surveys 
differ when measuring consumption: use of diaries versus recall, the level of detail in the commodity list 
(ranging from a few dozens to over 300 consumption items), the reference period and the level of the 
respondent. In this survey, we make use of a long (40-item) food consumption list with a 7-day recall 
period. This is the survey module type that comes closest to the benchmark of the resource intensive 
personal diary, considered to be the most accurate measurement of food consumption in the Beegle et 
al. study. 
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Because the ultimate outcome of interest is food security a large number of food and nutrition indicators 
has been calculated from the survey data for analysis. There are six different types of food access and 
nutrition indicators, each based on a different type of survey data. For ease of reference we summarize 
the six data types and indicator types for our analysis: 


1. Consumption questions by food type: Food Consumption Score  


2. Self-reported use of strategies to cope with food shortage: Coping Strategies Index67 


3. Self-reported number of months with insufficient food access, last 12 months 


4. Self-reported frequency of taking meals, adults and children 


5. Anthropometric measures, weight, height in relation to age: Z-scores indicating wasting and 
stunting  


6. Nutrition adequacy indicators based on food quantities consumed by households 


The Food Consumption Score is a frequency weighted diet diversity score internationally used by WFP 
and it is calculated by the frequency of consumption (number of days per week) of different food 
groups68 consumed by a household during a 7-day recall period. A cut-off value for poor consumption 
level (<21) is calculated based on the bare minimum of daily consumption (surviving on cereals and 
tubers and vegetables). A second cut-off value is set for borderline consumption (21-35) – households 
that are vulnerable to becoming food insecure – which adds frequent consumption of oil and pulses to 
the diet.  


For the Coping Strategies Index households were asked, if they did not have enough to eat in the last 7 
days, to indicate on how many days they have used the following coping strategies: 1. rely on less 
expensive food; 2. Borrow food or rely on help from family and friends; 3. limit portion sizes; 4. restrict 
consumption of adults; and 5. reduce number of meals. The indicator has a minimum of 0 and a 
maximum of 5669 and can be used as a proxy for food insecurity, with a higher value indicating that the 
household is more food insecure. 


The anthropometric measures are calculated using the WHO Anthro Stata package.70 


Our data provide a set of 26 different outcome variables for indicator types 1-5 and 14 for indicator 6. 
All the outcome variables were used to estimate the impact equation (1). We review the impact for 
indicators 1-5 in the next table and provide evidence for indicator 6 in the second half of this section. 


We recall from the programme logic (4.3.2) that any positive impacts on food security and nutrition 


67 Note that for variable types 2 and 3, lower scores are more desirable. 
68 The following weights are used for food groups: cereals and tubers = 2, beans = 3, vegetables = 1, fruits =1, meat 
and fish = 4, milk = 4, sugars = 0.5, oil = 0.5. 
69 Item 2 has a weight of 2 and item 4 has a weight of 3. Since households can use each of these strategies a 
maximum of 7 days in the past week, the maximum value of the index is 7+14+7+21+7=56. 
70 Source: http://www.who.int/growthref/tools/en/ 
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outcomes of CATALIST-2 (or other types of) ISFM training rely on improvements either in home produced 
agricultural stocks or in income, triggered by productivity increases from the adoption of ISFM 
techniques. Given that food security and nutrition outcomes take the last place in the causal pathway 
and that the production and income impacts have not materialized, it is not unexpected that we do not 
see impact for most of these outcomes.  


Perhaps surprisingly, the programme has a significant treatment effect on the number of times that 
children under 15 years ate per day, with an effect size of close to 0.5 meals per day (16.1 percent of the 
mean). It is not straightforward to explain the mechanism behind this result. One explanation consistent 
with our findings is that the treatment caused participating households to continue cassava cultivation, 
even if it did not lead to an increased cassava yield or higher income. Having some cassava produced at 
the household may explain the additional half meal to children. If so, that is a success for the programme. 
However, it is also true that this is one significant result, “cherry picked” from a set of 26 food and 
nutrition “experiments”. The bulk of the evidence suggests that there is no impact of this type of training 
programme on food security.  
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Food 
Consumption
value In 
Last 7 Days 
Per Adult 
Equivalent 


Food 
Consumption
Score 


Coping 
Strategies
Index 


Nr. Of 
Months 
Of Not 
Sufficient 
Food 
Access In 
The Last 
12 
Months 


Number of 
Times 
Children(<15
years) Ate 
Yesterday 


Dum. Weight 
For Height 
Child Severely 
Undernourish
ed Z-score 
under -3 


Dum. 
Female 
Resp. 
Weight < 
45 kg 


TreatmentEffect 680.264 0.540 -0.961 0.367 0.458** 0.012 0.006 


(1520.924) (1.627) (1.022) (0.240) (0.194) (0.008) (0.029) 


Participation -213.923 0.902 -1.312** -0.192 -0.157 -0.017 -0.011 
(256.627) (1.019) (0.648) (0.187) (0.175) (0.020) (0.025) 


Timetrend 1534.736 4.689*** 0.988 -0.671*** -1.482*** 0.033* -0.039** 
(1020.790) (1.248) (0.935) (0.207) (0.165) (0.017) (0.019) 


Harvest suffered 
severely (>50%) 
from crop diseases 
in past 12 months 


-171.123 -4.369*** 2.464*** 0.238* -0.076 -0.038** 0.022 


(949.841) (0.969) (0.688) (0.132) (0.106) (0.015) (0.020) 


Constant -142.339 40.597*** 13.847**


*
2.310*** 3.284*** 0.058 0.084 


(1522.435) (3.235) (1.780) (0.379) (0.263) (0.036) (0.056) 


Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 1543 1543 1543 1543 1543 627 1092 
r2 0.023 0.233 0.163 0.123 0.165 0.066 0.028 
ymean 3427.026 52.615 8.703 2.057 2.841 0.033 0.075 
Standard errors in parentheses 
Controlled for total plot size, cooperative membership, wealth, gender, age, education, household shocks, distance 
from village to agrodealer and district dummies. 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01


Table 4-15: Food security 


Nutrition adequacy is calculated using the consumption questions by food type and it is defined as the 
household nutrition intake as a fraction of the household recommended nutrition intake71,72. The analysis 
is performed for a total of 14 nutrition adequacy indicators: energy, carbohydrates, protein, calcium, 
iron (fe), zinc and vitamins A, B1, B2, B3, B6, B9, B12 and C.  


71 Minerals and vitamins: FAO-WHO, 2014. Vitamin and mineral requirements in human nutrition. Second edition. 
72 Energy and protein: WHO 2007. Protein and aminor acid requirements in human nutrition 
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Figure 4-8 provides an illustration of the nutrition adequacy for households in 2014. It mainly shows a 
limited adequacy for vitamin A, vitamin B12 and calcium. 


 


 
Figure 4-8: Nutrition adequacy in 2014 


The next two figures, Figure 4-9 and Figure 4-10, illustrate adequacy changes for Protein and Vitamin C, 
respectively. These changes are also represented in the impact estimates in Table 4-16. For these 
nutrients the relative changes are such that the program impact estimate is significant and as expected: 
a larger increase in adequacy for treated households than for controls (Protein) or a smaller decrease 
(Vitamin C). We note again that these significant impact estimates are a selection out of a large number 
of nutrient regressions, many of which did not show a significant treatment effect. 
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Figure 4-9: Box plot for protein intake adequacy 
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Figure 4-10: Box plot for vitamin C 


The estimates of equation (1) are presented in Table 4-16 for a selection of three nutrient adequacy 
indicators (out of 14 outcomes tested). This selection is biased as it presents the nutrients for which the 
analysis finds significant positive treatment effects: protein (0.049 or 6.2 percent of the mean), vitamin 
B6 (0.055 or 6.2 percent of the mean) and vitamin C (0.041 or 4.6 percent of the mean). The regressions 
yield coefficient signs that are consistent with expectations. In row three, the time trend shows that 
intake of Vitamines B6 and C decreases in the study period, which is consistent with the fact that cassava 
contains a high level of Vitamin B6 and C and the general decrease in cassava availability. We see an 
increase in protein intake, which is provided by cassava leaves. A similar argument holds for the crop 
damage coefficients. A possible explanation for the positive protein and vitamin effects is that treated 
households on average are more likely to remain active in cassava cultivation and therefore have easier 
access to cassava. We did not find this in tests of self-reported cassava consumption quantities, however. 
Anecdotal evidence suggests that additional produce is likely to be eaten, especially among small-scale 
farmers that are well represented in our sample. The cassava leaves are popular food and, apparently, 
the mosaic virus affected leaves are particularly tasty. This may help explain the higher protein and 
vitamin B effect, but not the vitamin C effect. 
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 (1) 
Protein  


(2) 
Vit. B6 


(3) 
Vit. C 


    
TreatmentEffect 0.049** 0.055** 0.041** 
 (0.023) (0.023) (0.020) 
    
Participation 0.013 -0.011 0.004 
 (0.019) (0.009) (0.009) 
    
Timetrend 0.094*** -0.167*** -0.162*** 
 (0.022) (0.020) (0.019) 
    
Harvest suffered severely 
(>50%) from crop 
diseases in past 12 
months 


-0.018 -0.031** -0.038** 


 (0.014) (0.014) (0.017) 
    
Constant 0.741*** 0.975*** 0.875*** 
 (0.049) (0.047) (0.038) 
    
Controls  Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 1507 1507 1507 
r2 0.092 0.189 0.200 
ymean 0.789 0.884 0.889 
Standard errors in parentheses 
Controlled for total plot size, cooperative membership, wealth, gender, age, education, household shocks, 
distance from village to agrodealer and district dummies. 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01 


Table 4-16: Nutrition adequacy 


Comparison of study sample and national food security outcomes 


National food security outcomes are available from the CFSVA73 surveys. The CFSVA 2015 reports that 
74 percent of Rwandan households have an acceptable food security status, defined as a Food 
Consumption Score (FCS) larger than 35. In our sample, the corresponding percentage is 86 percent (see 
Annex IV).  


The CFSVA 2012 reports a mean FCS of 47.2 for the Southern province with 3.1% of the households with 
a poor diet and 17.6% of the households with a borderline diet. The table shows that the households in 
the sample have a slightly higher food consumption score with a mean score of 52.165, 2.8% of the 
households having a poor diet and 11.6% having a borderline diet. A possible explanation is that the 
poorest landless households were not included in our sample. In addition, the survey was conducted just 


73 World Food Programme - Comprehensive Food Security and Vulnerability Analysis and Nutrition Survey Rwanda 
- 2012 (CFSVAN). This survey is also conducted in 2015, but the information in the report is insufficient to make 
district level comparisons.  
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around harvest time, when households’ consumption is the highest. This implies that we overestimate 
the yearly average of food consumption. 


CFSVA 2012 reports that the Coping Strategies Index is 5.56 on average in a 7-day recall period in the 
Southern province. In our sample, and 4 years later, this is 10.49. (Although the average Coping Strategies 
Index is not mentioned in CFSVA 2015, the report does notice a deterioration between 2012 and 2015, 
with households on average using a greater number of and more severe coping strategies as a result of 
food shortages in all provinces except the Northern Province). 


 


 Full sample 
(2016) 


Food Consumption Score 52.165 
 (0.823) 
 [786.000] 
Dum. FCS 0-21 0.028 
 (0.007) 
 [786.000] 
Dum. FCS 21.5 - 35 0.116 
 (0.014) 
 [786.000] 
Dum. FCS >35 0.856 
 (0.015) 
 [786.000] 
Coping Strategies Index for past 7 days 10.492 
 (0.678) 
 [785.000] 
Standard errors in parentheses, sample size between brackets 


Table 4-17: Food consumption and Coping Strategies Index 


4.6.7 Access to credit: impact analysis of Business-Financial training 


Do cassava growing farmers have better access to credit as a result of CATALIST-2 programme 
(specifically, information on business planning and applying for credit, cassava credit arrangement)? 


Another objective of CATALIST-2 is to induce farmers to have a more business-like attitude towards 
farming. The aim is that farmers use cost-benefit analysis when deciding about investments and in 
general they keep track of their expenses. Table 4-18 presents results for the financial and business 
training impact analysis. We recall that participation in these trainings at some 17 percent of households 
is much less widespread than for ISFM training (49 percent). However, these trainings represent the 
entrepreneurship and business environment side of the programme, a non-standard feature in farmer 
field school interventions. 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
TrackExp CompCostMarketPr AbleCredit UsedCredit UsedCredit 


FinTrEffect 0.162*** 0.058 0.042 0.051 
(0.060) (0.066) (0.056) (0.045) 


Participation 0.063 0.045 -0.042 -0.050 -0.025 
(0.048) (0.051) (0.040) (0.036) (0.030) 


Timetrend 0.122*** 0.095*** 0.203*** 0.008 0.024 
(0.032) (0.034) (0.026) (0.014) (0.017) 


PartISFM 0.006 0.019 0.050 0.047*** 0.056*** 
(0.031) (0.029) (0.032) (0.017) (0.020) 


TreatmentEffect -0.017 
(0.027) 


Constant 0.367*** 0.578*** 0.197** 0.183*** 0.174*** 
(0.085) (0.070) (0.087) (0.057) (0.057) 


Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
N 1543 1543 1543 1543 1543 
r2 0.108 0.077 0.192 0.057 0.056 
ymean 0.451 0.664 0.346 0.084 0.084 
Standard errors in parentheses 
Controlled for total plot size, cooperative membership, wealth, gender, age, education, household shocks, 
distance from village to agrodealer, participation in financial training and district dummies. 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01


Table 4-18: Financial-business training 


The financial training had a significant positive effect on entrepreneurial behavior in the form of keeping 
track of expenditures (an increase of 16.2 percent, which is 35.9 percent of the mean). Nevertheless, we 
do not see any other significant effect from the financial training. For the outcome variable ‘use of credit 
for buying inputs’ we did a DD analysis for both financial training (4) and ISFM training (5). Neither of the 
treatments have a significant effect, although it appears the participants of ISFM trainings have used 
credit more often, a selection effect. We conclude that the financial training did not lift a binding 
constraint with respect to the ability to obtain credit for agricultural inputs. 


In further impact regressions the outcomes in the above ISFM regressions were used, and financial 
training participation was entered as a treatment variable next to ISFM training participation (with all 
the required interactions) to assess any combination impact. The findings are largely the same as 
presented above, including increased adoption of chemical fertilizer for cassava and improved cassava 
cuttings due to ISFM training. The combination of ISFM and financial training has a positive impact on 
keeping track of expenditures and comparing costs to market price. There are still no significant effects 
on yields. There is a positive significant combination treatment effect on self-reported well-being. 


187 







 


4.6.8 IBAKWE interventions and cooperation membership interaction effects 


In this section we consider the impact results for participating in the IBAKWE trainings as per equation 
(2). These results are summarized in the table in Annex XVIII. If we restrict ourselves to distinct IBAKWE 
results that appear using at least two of the three estimators used, we only find a surprising negative 
effect on cassava production value; and positive effects on protein and vitamin B6 intake. We do not find 
any additional positive treatment effect regarding ISFM practice adoption, yield, production or income.  


Allowing for results that appear only using one of the three estimators, we find a marginally significant 
additional positive IBAKWE effect on the ISFM adoption index and on having a cassava harvest. The 
former means that participating households in IBAKWE villages were slightly more likely to stay in 
cassava cultivation, all else equal. However, we find these impacts only when using the FE estimator, not 
for the other two estimators. 


The estimates for the non-IBAKWE treatment in equation (2) are remarkably consistent with the 
estimates of the generic treatment presented in the preceding tables, both in coefficient sizes and 
significance. The only new finding here is a marginally significant positive (non-IBAKWE) treatment effect 
on “other income”. In other words, participants in these other trainings experienced a slight increase in 
income from any livelihood activities other than crop cultivation. 


As a variation of equation (2), we also estimated this equation replacing the dummy for IBAKWE training 
with a dummy for cooperative membership at endline. Using this specification, we only find a positive 
effect on using improved cassava cuttings and chemical fertilizer on cassava for the treated households 
that are also member of a cooperative. For this group, we also find a positive effect on total income, 
which is explained by an increase in total other income, not by farm income. Membership in a 
cooperative seems to increase the use if hired labour, irrespective of the treatment. Both for treatment 
and cooperative membership, either both or separate, the coefficients are positive and significant for 
growing cassava and the number of meals that a child ate yesterday.  


 
4.7 Sensitivity analysis  
 
4.7.1 Alternative estimators 


As mentioned in the methodology section, two alternative estimators were used to assess sensitivity of 
our results. A summary of all estimates, including all three estimators used in both equations (1) and (2), 
is provided in Annex XVIII.  


 
 Matched controls 


Recall from section 4.5.2 that the treatment selection did not happen at random. We found that 
membership in a cooperative has a significant positive correlation with the treatment probability of the 
household and that cooperative members are relatively well-off. In the above analysis we controlled for 
this selection bias by adding a treatment group specific control variable to the model. To further 
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strengthen the comparability of treatment and control households the control group can be trimmed 
using propensity score matching (PSM). With PSM, treatment probability scores (pscores) are calculated 
for each household. Then the pscores are used to select for each treatment group household the control 
that is closest in terms of the probability of treatment.  


The first step is to remove households that are not on the “common support”. That is, we remove 
untreated households whose pscore is lower than the minimum pscore among treated households. 
Similarly, we remove treated households whose pscore is higher than the maximum pscore among 
untreated households (see Figure 4-3). Next, treatment households are matched with the nearest 
neighbour from the control group. Each control household can only be matched once. The match needs 
to come from the same district and the maximum difference between the pscores is 0.174. As a result, 
we have a balanced sample of 492 households (246 treatment, 246 control), compared with a sample of 
786 analyzed in the previous paragraphs. 


In a DD analysis on this subsample we find results that are very similar to the full sample DD results. In a 
set of 29 impact regressions, each comparing results for the two estimators for a different outcome along 
the causal chain, we find that the coefficient differs qualitatively in only three cases. In these cases, the 
coefficient estimate was significant in one but not in the other (but had the same sign). Given the large 
set of regressions where no difference was found, we do not want to overstate the significance of these 
differences.  


 
 Household fixed effects 


The basic regression specification can be slightly reformulated as follows: 


Yijt = α + β1 * Time(2016)t * T-Groupi + β2 * T-Groupi + β3* Time(2016)+ γi + εijt  (4) 


This formulation omits the household and village level covariates and adds a household fixed effect. This 
household fixed effect reflects all time-invariant determinants, both observed and unobserved, that may 
affect the outcome and program participation. This specification adds value as it allows for household 
level unobserved factors, such as expected gains or curiosity, to affect program participation and 
outcomes. Such factors are no longer constrained to operate at a treatment group level. If we take first 
differences and write d to denote a change in a variable; and set the change in the endline time dummy 
to one, we have 


dYijt =  β1 * T-Groupi + β3 + dγi + dεijt                    (4’) 


The differencing removes the household fixed effect (dγi = 0) so any bias due to observable and 
unobservable constant household factors is filtered out. The standard errors are obtained by 
bootstrapping.  


As with the matched controls estimates we compared these fixed effects results with our standard DD 
estimates for a large set of outcomes along the causal chain. In this comparison, none of the qualitative 


74 Arbitrarily chosen maximum difference in pscores in order to keep a substantial sample size. 
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conclusions on parameters changed. That is, if the fixed effect estimate is positive (negative) and 
significant, then so is the DD estimate.  


 
4.7.2 Sub-group analysis: female participants, food insecure households and small farmers   


We discuss here whether limiting our analysis to a sub-sample of beneficiaries changes our impact results 
qualitatively. We consider the following subgroups: female headed households, female respondents and 
households where a woman is responsible for cassava; food insecure households; and small and medium 
sized farms.  


The first sub-group analysis is for female-headed households; these represent 27.21 percent of the 
sample and 37.12 percent of the subgroup participated in the ISFM training. For this subgroup we do not 
find a significant ISFM adoption effect and no effect on cassava production outcomes, but higher use of 
hired labour. We do find a positive effect on mean sale price of cassava. This effect is larger and more 
significant when we look at business training participation. A puzzling finding is that the number of 
months in which the household did not have sufficient food increased for this subgroup.  


We also analysed female respondents as a subgroup, who represent 56.82 percent of the sample and 
39.75% of them participated in an ISFM training.  We find a slightly larger effect on the use of improved 
cuttings compared to the total sample. In addition, the effects of participation on growing cassava and 
on growing maize are positive and slightly larger than for the total sample. However, the results show a 
negative treatment effect for the total cassava harvest. 


In participating households where a female is indicated as being responsible for cassava production the 
use of organic fertilizer increased relative to non-participants (but chemical fertilizer decreased). For this 
group we also find a positive program impact on the ISFM adoption index, which was absent for the full 
beneficiary analysis. We do not find evidence of a differential positive impact on the number of meals 
for children in these households. 


Secondly, we discuss whether limiting the analysis to the sub-population defined as “food insecure” 
changes the results. According to the FCS based definition we estimate that only 14 percent of 
households in the sample are food insecure (see Annex IV). To perform the analysis, we define food 
insecure households here as those households who are, at baseline, below the poverty line based on 
food consumption (1.25 PPP USD per adult equivalent household member per day). These households 
are 63.88 percent (weighted) of the total sample and in the food insecure sub-sample, 43.05 percent 
participate in the ISFM training. 


For this sub-group, we find a slightly larger effect on use of improved cuttings, both for all crops and for 
cassava; we also find a slightly larger effect on the probability to grow cassava; and we find a significant 
negative treatment effect on women being moderately undernourished (that is, having a Z-score 
between -2 and -3). As before, these programme treatment effects have the “right sign”, suggesting that 
the programme in this respect works according to the theory of change. However, these encouraging 
results are typically taken from a long list of similar outcome regressions without significant treatment 
effect.  
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The third subgroup is “small farmers” (0.1-0.5 ha plot size). These are 64.21 percent of the sample and 
of these, 42.14 percent participated in ISFM training. For this subgroup we find a negative effect on use 
of organic fertilizer. We find a positive effect on adoption of improved cuttings for all crops and also for 
only cassava. We further find a positive effect (of ISFM training) on keeping track of expenditures; a 
negative effect on selling cassava produce; a positive effect on maize yield; and a positive effect on 
number of times that adults and children ate yesterday.  


 
4.7.3 Cross-section correlations along the results chain 


As an added analysis, separate from the question of intervention impact, we look at two important 
correlations along the results chain of the theory of change: (1) the link between ISFM adoption and 
production and (2) the link between production and nutrition.  


For these links we regress a number of production (nutrition) outcome indicators on a measure of ISFM 
adoption (production) and a number of covariates. We use the data to correlate household level 
differences in the outcome to a change in the adoption (or production) variable. 


We find (results not shown) that there is no consistent correlation between ISFM adoption and a number 
of yield production variables, including cassava yield; total cassava harvest; and total production value 
of all cultivated crops together in our sample. As discussed earlier, this is not surprising given the severe 
cassava disease outbreak in the study period.  


We do find significant correlations between production, measured as total household cassava harvest 
(kilogram), and a set of nutrition adequacy variables (energy, carbohydrates, protein, calcium, iron (fe), 
zinc and vitamins A, B1, B2, B3, B6, B9, B12 and C). To be precise, out of 15 regression analyses (including 
the production variable and a set of covariates) we find a significant positive coefficient on the 
production variable in seven regressions. However, the correlation coefficient on the combined nutrition 
index (which combines all nutrition adequacy variables) is significant only at the 10 percent level and is 
small (0.14 percent of the sample mean). We interpret this as suggestive evidence that households with 
better production indicators tend to have better nutrition outcomes. So even though on balance we do 
not find evidence that the ISFM trainings improved farm production, increased household production 
appears to be a reasonable intermediate goal on the road towards improved nutritional outcomes. 


 
4.7.4 Indirect and unintended effects  


Our estimates have covered impacts on participating households, comparing outcomes with a 
counterfactual of non-participants. Non-participants could in principle benefit via production impacts on 
local labor markets, or on local product markets via increased food supply and/or lower prices. Since we 
have not found any of these production effects for ISFM training, we conclude that there are no effects 
on indirect beneficiaries.  


Non-participants, however, could also benefit by learning from the participants. As shown in section 
4.5.2, 30.23 percent of non-participants heard about the trainings. In addition, 12.85 percent of non-
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participants talked about what the participants learned in the trainings and 5.21 percent spoke about 
cassava.  


We analyzed these indirect beneficiary effects in a regression with an indicator for farmers who had 
heard of the trainings (30 percent of non-participants), where we control for actual participation in the 
training as well as other covariates. We find a positive significant effect on the use of improved 
seeds/cuttings, but not on chemical fertilizer. We also see an increase in their expectation to be able to 
receive credit for buying inputs; and an increase in the probability that they grow cassava (but smaller 
than for the participants, as one would expect). However, we do not see any yield effect and no income 
effect but the subjective well-being has improved. We conclude that, up to a point, there is an impact 
on indirect beneficiaries as per the program description but it appears that the transmission of the 
information is limited. In our random sample of non-participating farmers each living in a cell where at 
least some ISFM training has taken place, only 30 percent have heard about the training. A number of 
empirical studies on indirect effects of Farmer Field School programs, from a variety of country settings, 
have reported limited knowledge spillovers. We conclude that the findings for Rwanda are relatively 
encouraging, as they suggest at least a limited change in expectation and behavior among non-
participants. 


Finally, we have also considered unintended effects on direct beneficiaries. Included in this analysis are 
impacts on education participation of children in the household between 6 and 16 years old; and on a 
self-reported measure of well-being (based on the question “Taken all things together how would you 
say things are going for you these days?”, with four ordered answer possibilities). We do not find an 
impact of the ISFM training for either of these outcomes. We note that the education attendance null-
result contrasts with the findings in the FGD reports. 


 
4.7.5 Efficiency 


Finally, because of the lack of income effects, it does not seem useful to discuss monetary cost-benefit 
calculations. As mentioned in the baseline report (Evaluation question) the cost per direct beneficiary 
(40 USD for CATALIST-2) could be used in a comparison of costs versus income effects for the cassava 
clusters, attributable to the project (as suggested in the baseline report). Since we do not find any income 
effects, we will not pursue this calculation. 


 
4.7.6 Long-term effects and sustainability 


Sustainability analysis for this project may be defined as assessing whether project impacts remain 
during a certain period after the project participation of a household ends. A problem here is that we do 
not have such post-participation period observations for households that have participated in training in 
the study period (not beyond the endline data). We therefore propose to approach the problem by 
analysing households who had participated at baseline but did not participate between baseline and 
endline. These households have been referred to as the “early treatment” (ET) group.  


A likely reason for households to no longer participate in the training is that they have gained sufficient 
knowledge and/or that farmer leaders and trainers prioritize other farmers in the community to 
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participate. If this is the case, observing what happens to ISFM outcomes for these farmers arguably 
provides a good view of programme sustainability.  


Before the baseline survey, several organisations already provided ISFM trainings resulting in 42 percent 
of the sample indicating that they had already participated in one at baseline. Taking the early treatment 
into account, we can divide the sample in four groups: households that followed trainings before and 
after baseline (BT), households that only followed trainings before baseline (ET), households that only 
followed trainings after baseline(LT) and households that did not follow any ISFM trainings between 2013 
and 2016 (Control). Table 4-19 shows the weighted fraction of each of these groups in the sample. 


 
 Weighted fraction of the sample 
Control 0.34 
ET: Only training before baseline 0.21 
LT: Only training after baseline 0.24 
BT: Training before and after baseline 0.21 


Table 4-19: Treatment status 


Figure 4-11 shows the trend for the adoption of improved cassava cuttings for these four groups. The 
use level of improved cassava cuttings at baseline is clearly larger for the households who had followed 
training before baseline (ET and BT). Moreover, the graph shows a steep decline for the ET group in the 
use of improved seeds and cuttings (both generic and cassava only), from 42 to some 10 percent of 
households. Over the same period, use of improved cuttings in the LT group increases and in BT 
decreases more slowly. These differential trends are not unexpected when making improved seeds and 
cuttings available is part of the programme. But it does suggest that there is no sustained uptake of this 
type of ISFM practice after a household’s participation in the programme ends.  


It can be argued that this is lack of sustainability, so that without the cuttings and training provided by 
the program (funding) the adoption of improved seeds stops. FGD respondents have mentioned that 
they fear not being able to obtain the improved cuttings after the program participation ends. However, 
it is likely that cassava diseases confound the issue. It is clear that the market for improved cuttings has 
an information problem during the study period, where the purchase of the “wrong” kind of cutting can 
turn out to be a bad investment. 
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Figure 4-11: Use of improved cuttings by treatment and time 


Figure 4-12 shows similar trends for the ISFM index. The index is a standardized “score” that increases 
in the number of ISFM practices adopted. The index has mean zero and it is generic, reflecting the use of 
ISFM practices for any crop. We see that the pattern of ISFM adoption is consistent with the previous 
graph but with less pronounced changes. There is no change among the control group, whose ISFM 
adoption remains minimal throughout. The graph shows an increase in adoption among late treatment 
households and a decrease among those treated early. There is again a decrease among continued 
treatment households, but at a relatively high level of ISFM adoption. This pattern of adoption, 
particularly adoption reversal among the early treatment households, suggests that sustainability is a 
challenge that requires attention beyond cassava specific ISFM. In any case, the pattern observed in 
Figure 4-12 cannot be fully accounted for by the cassava disease outbreak. 
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Figure 4-12: ISFM index by treatment and time 


A comparable analysis was done for cassava yields and is presented in Figure 4-13. This figure is based 
on the same data as the DD graph in Section 4.6.2. In that graph the ET group was part of the control 
group but is presented separately here. This graph quite clearly rejects the hypothesis that a potential 
sustained, longer term “early treatment effect” is masked by the inclusion of the ET group in the controls. 
The downward trend of yields in the ET group is the strongest of all the groups, stronger than the control 
group. If anything our inclusion of the ET group in the control group strengthens the treatment effect 
estimate, e.g. compared to leaving it out. 
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Figure 4-13: Mean yield by treatment and time 
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5. Synthesis 


In this chapter we present our conclusions related to the evaluation questions and the hypotheses. 
 
5.1 Conclusions 


In Chapter 3 and 4 we presented the results of the end line evaluation regarding the project portfolio 
and the quantitative impact analysis of agricultural intensification programmes, including the CATALIST-
2 project. In this section we will summarize our conclusions. In Section 5.2 we present the hypotheses 
and reflect on the results. 


 
5.1.1 EQ1: Composition and motivation of Dutch food security programme 


The 14 analyzed projects in the EKN project portfolio show contributions of varying extent to the 
improved food security of beneficiaries in Rwanda. Prior to the food security policy set out in the MASP 
2012-2015 and 2014-2017, six of the projects were already part of the previous EKN programme, which 
was not directly linked to food security. As a result, several projects did not have a clearly defined food 
security objective, even if they were grouped during implementation into the EKN food security 
programme. Consequently, some project implementers did not focus directly on food security in the 
implementation of their activities. Nevertheless, most projects did contribute to food security because 
they impacted food availability, food access and in a single case food use, employing interventions such 
as improved farming practices, job creation and/or capacity building. In our opinion it would have been 
more effective to ask project implementers to define clear food security objectives at the start of each 
project or when the focus of the EKN programme changed, in order to be able to better monitor the food 
security results and impact and allow for steering the projects towards these objectives. 


When commenting on the link between the Dutch strategy and the broader food security in Rwanda, we 
observed that, with the chosen strategy, EKN supports the national policy on food security of the GoR. 
Rwanda aims to transform from an agriculture-based economy into a modern service-oriented urban 
society. This has been underlined by EKN in the MASPs. By supporting projects related to capacity 
building and agro-processing, EKN contributed to GoR’s national strategy. We conclude that EKN has 
been able to successfully align its own strategy to the national policy in order to ensure an added value 
for the national policy and contribute to the sustainability of the interventions. 


 
5.1.2 EQ2: Instruments and synergies in Dutch food security programme 


In 12 projects EKN chose to collaborate with other donors and GoR. This is a good way to achieve large 
impact and diminish overhead costs for starting up a project and monitoring & evaluation. It should 
be noted that results achieved in projects with other donors are a joint effort of all the donors 
and, therefore, cannot solely be attributed to the EKN investment. 


Zooming in on the instruments, Rwanda has organized its food security strategy via various channels and 
levels. EKN did follow a similar approach with the food security programme and projects that had impact 
on several levels: central government (for example RNRA, EARP, LODA), decentral government 


197  







 


(districts), semi-government institutions (PSD), cooperatives (farmer groups) and local population (food 
insecure people). This has been visualized in chapter 3. 


Based on our analysis we conclude that there is a distance to the food insecure people, being the 
intended ultimate beneficiaries of the EKN programme. The majority of the projects used intermediate 
beneficiaries to reach the food insecure and were not targeting the food insecure directly. The 
combination of instruments and target groups observed in these projects is aimed at, on the one hand, 
influencing “top-down” Rwanda’s institutional environment and, on the other hand, “bottom-up” the 
daily food security situation of the food insecure. Almost all EKN projects were using the intermediate 
approach to reach food insecure people. Even when projects were found to be working with 
cooperatives or farmer groups, we observed that the majority of people participating in those groups 
are not food insecure. They are in most cases people that were amongst those better off in their 
community. However, in some cases it was the explicit ambition of project implementers to create 
a trickle-down effect using a capacity building or train-the-trainer approach as an intervention to 
accomplish knowledge sharing and ultimately reach the food insecure. During focus group discussions 
with members of cooperatives targeted by Consolidation of Marshlands and CATALIST-2 we learned that 
the farmers were teaching their neighbours or others some of the acquired knowledge, as well as 
sharing high-quality seeds they received through the project. However, in projects such as SPARK’s 
‘Cooperative Support Programme’ it was concluded by external evaluators that the expected trickle-
down effect did not occur and other than cooperative managers, few others in the cooperatives 
were reached by the project. These examples show that the “intermediate” approach to targeting 
the food insecure did not work out as expected in all projects. 


Furthermore, we observed that projects targeting the GoR or intermediate institutions sometimes 
had difficulties to single out project effects and direct numbers of beneficiaries. This is understandable 
when we distinguish between the top-down and bottom-up approach as described above. Even 
though EKN defines as one of the programme outputs (output 2) ‘strengthening capacity of 
government agencies, sector and discussion fora’, project assessments in BeMos could state more 
clearly why and how these results can be reached, what the target group is and how project 
interventions will thus influence the final beneficiary, being food insecure people. This would have 
helped to monitor project results down to the food insecure and be able to comment if the food 
insecure have been reached by the chosen intervention. The question whether or not this chosen 
approach was a good one is all the more salient, since many projects under output 2 did not achieve 
the anticipated outcomes. 


 
5.1.3 EQ3: Costs per beneficiary and cost per output 


When trying to define the costs per beneficiary and per output we faced several challenges. First, at the 
endline stage of the evaluation seven projects were still ongoing and the final costs were not yet 
known. Second, the information about the direct and indirect beneficiaries was not always completely 
available and did cover in most cases the whole project period, when available. Third, information about 
the EKN costs was not always available and differed per source. We eventually decided to use 
the financial information received from IOB for the total project amounts disbursed. Fourth, even if 
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some projects do give information about the direct beneficiaries, the results and effects cannot be 
attributed solely to EKN, since EKN is in most of the projects one of several other donors. Finally, 
there was no record of how many direct or indirect beneficiaries in each were actually food insecure 
at the start and end of the project. With these limitations in mind, we were able to do a costs- per-
beneficiary calculation, of which the results are reported in Section 3.6.2. 


The project with the lowest number of direct beneficiaries was the PROSKID project (966), which was 
also the project with the highest costs per beneficiary being € 4,347.83. The project with the highest 
beneficiaries reached was the Land Tenure project with 7,164,676 direct beneficiaries and the lowest 
costs per beneficiary, being € 9.20. In this project multiple donors were involved and the EKN 
contribution was 23,11%. 


On average the EKN programme expenditures related to the 8,331,024 beneficiaries were € 19.91. The 
expenditures for the EKN direct beneficiaries being 1,947,855 people are on average € 85.17. We also 
compared the average costs per beneficiary for the different EKN outputs, which showed that projects 
contributing to EKN outputs 1 and 2 were less costly per beneficiary than the single project under output 
3 (the UNICEF Access to Food for Young Children project). As the UNICEF project was still on-going at the 
time of the evaluation, we recommend a quantitative impact evaluation to assess how these relatively 
high costs compare to the development impact realised by the project. 


For the Rwandan cassava cluster of CATALIST-2, direct project costs (contracts, meetings and cassava 
cuttings) are reported at Rwf 326,597,213. This amounts to a cost per direct beneficiary of Rwf 25,329 
or about € 33, which implies costs well below the average of the EKN programme portfolio.  


 
5.1.4 EQ4: Effects of the programme on food security 


While most project implementers are aware that EKN intends to make a positive impact on food 
security, they have more often than not limited themselves to implementing their own project outputs 
and monitoring those. As mentioned earlier, in many cases the projects did not have an explicit food 
security objective. However, they had an impact on food security via enabling factors such as job 
creation or infrastructure. When asked whether or not outcomes required for making an impact on food 
security have materialized, project implementers often did not have any evidence to support a 
conclusion. Most mid-term reviews and evaluations have not covered food security impact, but in some 
cases provide indirect evidence. We observed that the project implementers were using different 
formats to report back. It would have been better to use a consistent format for all the projects or ask 
project implementer to report explicitly about food security in their mid-term and annual reports. 
Neither project implementers nor EKN reported baseline measurements at outcome level at the start 
of the projects, which makes it difficult to put effects into perspective and to evaluate the impact of 
the results, especially related to food security, which can only be achieved at the end of the results 
chain of a project. Nor did the projects specifically report about the achievement of their project 
output in relation to the three food security outputs specified in EKN’s intervention logic. 


When zooming in on the achieved outcomes per EKN output indicator, we can conclude that for EKN 
output 1 ‘Improved infrastructure to produce, process, distribute and prepare food’ there are 
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indications that the projects had a positive impact on food security. The use of relatively cheap labour 
force in these projects to support the poorest in the society contributed to an increase of income of the 
beneficiaries and better access to food. In addition, through the infrastructure built, it is now possible 
to easily transport food and enable better post-harvest handling via e.g. warehouses and processing 
plants in some of the agricultural value chains. In this way the food access and food availability have 
improved as well. We caution the reader that for more than half of the projects under output 1, we find 
that the observed results are not necessarily linked to the projects. 


Despite these achievements, we do have some critical notes about the sustainability of the achieved 
effects. First, since there is no baseline information available at outcome level, we do not know for sure 
if the beneficiaries were all food insecure at the start of the project. We are aware that most 
participants in the ‘cash-for-work’ projects (output 1) are classified as being the poorest in society, but 
this is not the case for projects related to energy or capacity building. For example, we have no evidence 
that the interns in the TVET project or capacity building projects were (moderately or severely) food 
insecure. Second, the increased income was earned during a relatively short period of time. Since no 
follow-up evaluations at beneficiary level have been performed we cannot tell if the beneficiaries are 
still benefiting from the fact that they contributed to one of the projects, or if the effects were only 
limited to that specific period in time. 


For EKN output 2 ‘Strengthened capacity of government agencies, private sector and discussion fora’ the 
effects on food security are less tangible and direct. We acknowledge the importance of capacity 
building to embed the objective of improved food security in the country’s policies and institutions and 
thus contribute to sustainability. However, project outputs in the output 2 projects were not fully 
achieved. In addition, the beneficiaries of the projects were not food insecure and it is the question 
if any trickle-down effect took place to reach food insecure people. Furthermore, we noticed in 
projects related to output 2 that financial literacy is still a challenge. Beneficiaries in businesses and 
cooperatives were not yet familiar with working with loans and in several projects (Skills 
development and employment protection, Professionalization of Skills Development and 
Cooperatives Support Programme), loans were by and large not (fully) repaid by farmers or businesses. 
This has been explained by interviewees by the fact that the HIMO approach and other forms of 
monetary support, giving people cash for work or grants without asking for repayment, have been 
widely used in Rwanda. Working with commercial (or soft) loans that need to be repaid requires a 
different mind-set that has to be stimulated with beneficiaries and through the GoR in order to have 
effective loan systems working and to modernize the economy 


The single project related to EKN output 3 ‘Better access to healthy food for very young children’ is still 
in progress. Intermediate results indicate that malnutrition of small children is decreasing. The food 
availability of participating families is also improving with the learned farming techniques. 


In summary, the EKN projects related to output 1 and output 3 did have the most impact on food 
insecure beneficiaries and on improving their food security situation. 


Evaluation question 4 has been specified as a series of effect questions in the project theory of change 
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for the quantitative impact evaluation. These questions were answered in Chapter 4. We summarize our 
headline findings here. 


 
5.1.5 Quantitative case study: Effects of Farmer Field Schools 


The quantitative impact analysis focused on villages and households that were targeted by ISFM 
trainings of the farmer field school type. The village sample included communities benefitting from the 
more ambitious CATALIST-2 programme during the study program. This impact analysis used panel data 
collected at household and community level at baseline (March 2014) and endline (March 2016). A 
difference in differences regression framework was employed to create a credible counterfactual so that 
observed changes can be attributed to the impact of the programme.  


Cassava growing farmers have adopted a small number of ISFM farming practices as a result of the 
(CATALIST-2) ISFM training interventions, particularly chemical fertilizer for cassava and the use of 
improved cuttings for cassava cultivation. As a likely result of the programme participating farmers have 
suffered less damage to their harvest.  


In terms of cassava production, the ISFM training interventions had a positive impact on the decision to 
engage or remain engaged in cassava cultivation. However, there are no impacts on other indicators 
such as the amount of land allocated to cassava cultivation, nor on the yields, total production, or 
amount sold. Also, no impact was found on the cassava market price, the cassava production value or 
the total production value of crops produced by farmers. As a likely result, the analysis also does not find 
an impact on a set of household income measures, including total income, net total farm income, total 
other income and net profit per hectare. The only exception is the finding of a positive effect on total 
income for farmers that are member of a cooperative and participated in the trainings. However, this is 
explained by an increase in total other income, not by farm income. 


The analysis does not find ISFM training intervention impacts using a variety of food security and 
nutrition indicators. However, a significant treatment effect on the number of times that children under 
15 years ate per day is found, with an effect size of close to 0.5 meals per day.  


For the subgroup of food insecure households, we find a slightly larger effect on the probability to grow 
cassava; and we find a significant negative treatment effect on women being (moderately) 
undernourished. We find some evidence of indirect effects of the ISFM trainings on non-participants. 
Farmers that have heard of the programmes are more likely to use improved cuttings and grow cassava, 
but they (also) do not have higher yields or incomes. In further sub-group analysis we find evidence of 
positive impact on cassava sale prices for female headed households, especially when ISFM training is 
combined with business training (as in the CATALIST programme).  


The Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) provide a more positive narrative of the project impact than the 
quantitative evaluation. The FGD respondents report, a.o., increases in use of improved seeds; increases 
in land used for production; increases in production and income; and increases in the number of meals. 
While some of these FGD statements are echoed in the quantitative findings (e.g., the increased number 
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of meals), the impacts on production and income are not. There are a number of possible explanations 
for this apparent contrast. First, both of the villages selected for the FGDs were part of the CATALIST-2 
programme, while the quantitative impact evaluation has a much broader scope. Secondly, the FGD 
interview data come from two villages whereas the survey data cover 134 villages; even with randomly 
sampled villages, the average experience in a small sample of two villages is likely to be different due to 
chance (sampling error). Third, the method of inquiry is quite different between the two approaches. In 
the survey, respondents are asked about the levels of inputs, investments, production and income at 
two different points in time, with a maximum recall of 12 months. In the FGDs, respondents are asked 
about changes rather than levels; and in addition are asked directly about attribution of these changes 
to the project. Finally, the respondents in the FGDs were not sampled randomly but purposively selected 
as having participated in the IBAKWE trainings or as non-participants. This non-randomness shows from 
the high IBAKWE name recognition among beneficiaries participating in the FGDs. Such familiarity with 
the program may reflect, on the one hand, a truly better than average experience; on the other, it may 
also provide an incentive to speak more positively about the programme.  


 
5.1.6 Reflection and recommendation EKN food security programme 


The Dutch embassy in Kigali used the projects in the programme to support the pathway as set out 
in the intervention logic. Overall, we see that impact on food security has been made (except for 
projects under output 2) and that with the EKN projects good results have been achieved. EKN 
tried to use several pathways to achieve improved food security, on the one hand via enabling factors 
that support food availability and food access, on the other way through capacity building and food 
use of malnourished children. The selected projects could have been more clearly linked to the food 
security objective of EKN, even if some projects already started under another programme. 


In the approach EKN could have been more specific in defining the intended ultimate beneficiaries 
of each project. Especially in projects that are related to capacity building of GoR or cooperatives, the 
final users were staff members or farmers that were not directly food insecure. In these projects we 
have not found the intended trickle-down effect to the food insecure people. We recommend to clearly 
define in the BeMos of new projects how the direct beneficiaries of the project are supposed to reach 
the final beneficiaries in order to have a better insight in the impact of the projects. 


Furthermore, we noticed that important instruments to measure impact and monitor the progress 
of the project were not fully established. The step from the EKN outputs to the country outcome more 
food and nutrition security cannot be proved since monitoring data on outcome variables, such as 
income spent, are not available. The income of project beneficiaries may have increased, but it is 
not sure whether they have spent the extra money on buying food or buying land to produce more 
food or on other things such as clothing, education, health insurance or transport, as we have seen in 
some projects. Many projects lacked a baseline study, which made the starting point unclear. Also, in 
the mid- term reviews and annual reports external consultants were not asked to report about food 
security and the way the projects contribute to it. On top of that, some project implementers did 
not even know their projects were part of the food security programme. It is advisable that EKN 
requires project implementers to conduct a baseline study at the start of the project, focused on 
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the situation of the intended beneficiaries. EKN should also inform the project implementers about the 
EKN policy related to the project and ask the project implementers to report back on how the project 
contributes to the EKN objectives, in this case food security. In addition, monitoring and evaluation 
would be more accessible if the projects were using the same format to collect output and outcome 
information, direct and indirect beneficiaries and/or financial information about the project. 


Finally, sustainability remains an important point of attention in the projects. Except for projects that 
revolved around training or capacity building (e.g. PAREF, CATALIST, Capacity building for Food Security, 
and others), the sustainability of the results achieved will depend on whether continued funding will 
be made available to maintain the capital investment of the projects (e.g. roads, electricity 
infrastructure). For the farmer field school projects studied in Chapter 4, including CATALIST, the 
evidence suggests that uptake of improved cassava varieties and yields dropped sharply in the two years 
after participating in the trainings. However, it is hard to filter out the negative impact of the cassava 
disease outbreaks during this period.  


In some projects (e.g. Land Tenure Regularization), continued funding has thus far not been 
committed by either EKN or GoR, which creates a significant risk that the results will not be sustained. 
On the other hand, there is a valid question how much longer EKN will have to support certain 
projects. Some projects already had one or more follow-up projects (e.g. EARP, PAREF or 
Infrastructure investments) and at a certain point the strengthened capacity should be sufficient for 
the GoR or project implementers to continue their efforts without external support. We conclude that 
sustainability warrants more attention in developing new EKN projects and firm commitments from 
project implementers and GoR are required to get sufficient comfort that sustainability will be assured. 


 
5.2 Hypotheses 
5.2.1 Impact hypotheses: 


1. Projects that contribute to a rural enabling environment (agro-processing, 
infrastructure etc.), also contribute to improved food security. 


There is support for this hypothesis. We have seen in several projects focusing on enabling environment, 
such as Infrastructure Investments, HIMO PDED II, Consolidation of Marshlands and Electricity Access 
roll-out programme that the enabling environment plays an important role to improve food security 
of beneficiaries, even if the effects are indirect and in some cases short-run. As noted, a limitation of the 
portfolio analysis is that attribution of observed outcomes to a particular project remains a challenge. 
Though food security might not be the primary objective of the project, the result is that the 
infrastructure helps to increase food availability by the construction of terraces, dams, roads 
warehouses or providing of electricity for cooling installations. The available food increases, and also the 
implementation through manual labour force helps to realize an increase of income (if the income 
is spent on food), even if only for a short period of time and not sustainable in nature. The 
infrastructure built, however, remains sustainable and is being reused, continuing to create the 
enabling factors to have better availability of food. In addition, there is evidence that the enabling 
infrastructure in the ‘Consolidation of Marshlands’ project contributed to higher productivity of rice 
and diversified crops. Thus, enabling infrastructure has been shown to contribute to increased 
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productivity, food availability, stability and utilization. 


An important point for attention remains, however, that maintenance of this infrastructure requires 
special attention, to have long-term sustainable results. In addition the effects of the increased income 
via the HIMO approach seem to be temporary and are not contributing to food stability in the long term. 


2. Focusing on any activity dealing with farmers will have an impact on food security. 


We have not found support for this hypothesis. First of all, it should not be assumed that farmers are 
generally food insecure. Not all the farmers are the same in this respect and with the decreasing 
numbers of food insecure households in Rwanda, interventions should be more precisely targeted 
to reach those who need them most. Especially farmers who are part of a cooperative are much 
more likely to be food secure than farming households not involved in cooperatives. Also, the 
additional income earned through e.g. HIMO projects is not always used to buy more food or other 
food that is not grown by the farmers; it is often spent on education or other things that do not 
influence the food security of the farmers in the short term. 


In most cases, however, dealing with farmers does increase the agricultural productivity and income 
of farmers involved and improves their food security situation in addition to increasing the amount of 
food available on the market. For example, in the ‘Support for land tenure’ project land rights 
increased the incentives to invest and manage land responsibility, thereby increasing food productivity. 
More certainty about who owns which land also makes giving loans to farmers more attractive to 
banks, which could also increase agricultural productivity in the long run. Other examples are the 
‘Consolidation of marshlands’ project where improving marshlands led to temporary jobs and increased 
agricultural yields for farmers, which contributes to food security. However, as mentioned before, it is 
not proven that the farmers involved in the cooperatives and Water user organizations were food 
insecure. Finally, we have seen in several projects that external factors relating to farming, such as 
the cassava disease or bad seeds, can also negatively influence the food security of farmers as a result 
of the project interventions, even though this was not intended. In summary, while some activities 
dealing with farmers who are food insecure can have a very positive direct impact and others dealing 
with food secure farmers but increasing agricultural productivity can yield indirect benefits for the 
food insecure, it is by no means a given that targeting farmers always improves food security. 


3. Increased income improves food consumption in terms of both quantity and nutritional 
quality. 


There is some support for the first part of the hypothesis. Increased income has shown in some projects 
to lead to improved food access and is thus likely to result in consumption of larger quantities of food. 
We did not find any evidence of better quality of food that is purchased with the extra income. Only that 
more and different food (for example crops that a famer does not grow himself) could be purchased. 


In addition, three hypotheses for the ISFM training/CATALIST-2 interventions have been formulated. 
We offer the following conclusions. 


1. The training programmes lead to sustained changes in agricultural practice and entrepreneurship. 
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The impact analysis shows that the ISFM/CATALIST-2 training programmes result in adoption of 
selected new farming techniques. There is also a positive impact on the likelihood that a household 
grows cassava, against a general trend of declining cassava production. The analysis covers a two- year 
period where the key crop discussed during the trainings, cassava, suffered from a disease epidemic. It 
is not clear that the changes in agricultural practices are sustained after the programme ends. 


 
2. The changes in agricultural practice and entrepreneurship result in improved household income. 


The impact analysis does not find a significant ISFM/CATALIST-2 treatment effect on the majority of 
income variables used. This null result is found for aggregate income variables, including total income, 
farm income and agricultural profit, as well as for specific elements such as cassava production, cassava 
yield and cassava market price. At the same time expected negative time trends for cassava production 
are found. There are also no significant effects on yields of the other main crops (beans, sorghum, 
maize). 


3. Increased household production ( income) improves food consumption (quantity and nutritional 
quality) in a manner that benefits all household members, including infants and women. 


At project impact level, there is a positive significant treatment effect on the number of meals taken by 
children. Also, there is a decrease in undernourishment among women in food insecure households. At 
a more aggregate level, we find evidence of positive correlations between household cassava harvest 
and several indices of nutritional adequacy.  


 
5.2.2 Approach hypotheses: 
 


1. The embassy assures synergy between the Dutch FS programme and the programme 
of other actors (Government of Rwanda, main other donors). 


This is correct. Programmes of EKN and GoR are aligned, as concluded in response to evaluation 
question 2. 


2. There is synergy between FS and other Dutch policy objectives: Involvement of Dutch 
expertise and private sector result in win-win situations. 


We did not see involvement of Dutch expertise and private sector in the evaluated projects. We only 
saw at the start of the programme that MDF and Wageningen University were involved in providing 
input to the food security programme. Also, Dutch capacity-building institute EP-Nuffic ran a project 
in Rwandan “higher institutions of learning using multiple approaches including vocationalisation of 
food security”.75 Involvement of Dutch expertise in the evaluated projects was not found. 


  


75 Dr. Mercyline Kamande and Mr. Eugene N.Gatari (2015). Medium Term Evaluation for the Food Security Capacity 
Building Project for Rwanda: Final Report. August 2015, page 12. 
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1. Project 19160 - Skills Development and Employment Protection 
 


Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes  Conclusions 


Sub-objective  output  indicator: 2.2 Strengthened SMEs in agribusiness sector 


Skills 
development 
and 
employment 
protection 
(BEMO, 19160) 


1. The economic 
performance of 
MSMEs and non-
agricultural 
employment 
opportunities has 
significantly 
improved for 
poor sections of 
the population 
 


1. The public authorities (PA) and the 
private sector (PS) are in a structured 
dialogue on TVET issues and reach 
agreement on mutual design, shared 
responsibilities and joint management 
of the TVET system. 
A structured Public Private Dialogue 
(PPD) is established and a PPD 
Secretariat was launched (Results 
Matrix GIZ Report). 
The Secretariat has received support 
in the form of training courses and 
information events have been carried 
out, while dialogue processes and 
structures have been established at 
national and local levels (GIZ Final 
Report) 


1. A platform for the coordination of the public authorities and 
the private sector in the area of skills development is 
institutionalized and active. 
The application of RIA (Regulatory Impact Assessments, an 
instrument to assess the potential negative effects of new laws 
and regulations on the private sector) has not been pursued 
(Results Matrix GIZ Report). 
Three Public-Private Partnerships (PPP) were launched, leading to 
a total of 155 male and female entrepreneurs and employees to 
receive training in financial accounting (GIZ Final Report). 


Results matrix (GIZ Report): 
- 69,342 jobs created until 2013 (including 


temporary jobs) 
- Increase in credit and loans to private 


sector 
- From 95 (2012) to 240 (2013) exporting 


companies in Rwanda 
- Investor Perception Index increased from 


71 (2012) to 74.4 (2013) 
 
 
The 2nd objective has been completed.  


- Skills of trainees were improved 
- Employability of trained people 


increased, because of acquired skills 
- Companies introduced new products, 


provided better service, and got more 
income 


- Training centre increased the number of 
new trainees 


 
With respect to the 1st objective it is unclear if and 
how SMEs are actually strengthened. The objective 
is vaguely stated in the first place, as ‘strengthened’ 
can have several meanings.  
 
GIZ Final Report (p.37): the programme was not 
primarily aimed at poverty reduction, but it did 
make a contribution to improving the qualifications 
of young men and women, who therefore have 


 2. The 
employability of 
young Rwandans, 
especially young 
women, is 
improved 
 


2. A TVET strategy and an 
organizational framework for 
implementation are established and 
reflect the results of Public Private 
Dialogue (PPD). 
Representatives of Rwanda’s Chamber 
of Industry and its construction 
industry association are collaborating 
with the Technical and Vocational 
Schools Association (TEVSA), as well as 
with the master trainers to develop a 
strategy for the further education of 
both TVET school teachers and in-
company instructors (GIZ Final Report) 


2. A mutually agreed TVET strategy between the PA and the PS is 
approved and in implementation. 
While the PS and TVET have started working together more, it is 
still necessary to include the PS more strongly (GIZ Final Report). 
The area of labour market interventions has not yet developed an 
adequate profile. 
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Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes  Conclusions 


  3. Decision makers in TVET better 
understand the labour market and its 
developments using various 
instruments. 
The Sector Skills Councils have been 
created in order to align vocational 
education more closely to the needs of 
the private sector (GIZ Final Report) 


3. Labour market instruments are established and used. 
The Ministry of Public Service and Labour launched Rwanda’s first 
employment agency (GIZ Final Report). The agency offers career 
advice and job application training. 


better access to more productive employment and 
a more secure income. 
The programme has organised a campaign for 
women and girls to increase their participation in 
vocational training courses. 
 
GIZ Final Report (p.41): The sustainability  of the 
programme was assessed to be good (level 2 on 
BMZ scale), due to high ownership of the partners 
and participatory approach . However there is still 
low financial capacity of Rwandan private sector 
organizations. 


  4. The professional initial training is 
directed towards the labour market 
demand. 
A more demand oriented skills 
development system has been created 
through the involvement of the 
private sector. The Sector Skills 
Councils (SSC) have been created 
(Results Matrix GIZ Report). 


4. Curricula and Examinations are developed based on the needs 
expressed by the PS. 
Increased provision of internship opportunities by private 
enterprises for male and female participations (Results Matrix GIZ 
Report). 
The systematic inclusion of the private sector has been secured 
through the integration of work experience as part of the school-
based training (GIZ Final Report). 
 


  5. Professional further training is an 
integral instrument of the TVET 
system in both formal and non-formal 
areas. 
10,087 people, including 4,815 women 
(48%), are trained by prive-sector 
organizations (Results Matrix GIZ 
Report). More than three times as 
many people have benefited from 
training than was originally planned. 
9,034 people, including 4,657 women 
(52%), received training as part of the 
Upgrade Your Skills (UYS) initiative 


5. Skills attained through professional training as well as prior 
experiential learning are recognized and lead to certification. 
No data, it proved impossible to carry out an assessment of the 
skills of the people receiving the training. 
However private companies are providing an increasing number 
of work experience places for male and female participants in 
TVET courses (GIZ Final Report) 
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Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes  Conclusions 


  6. Teachers and Trainers are better 
trained and the institutional setup 
allows them to better perform their 
job 
Creation of training-of-trainer courses 
for master trainers working in 
vocational schools and in companies 
(Results Matrix GIZ Report). 
The ToT Task Force is established, a 
body that develops training of trainer 
courses for instructors working in 
TVET schools (GIZ Final Report) 


6. A ToT concept is institutionalized, elaborated and implemented 
aiming at better trainer attraction and retention 
The TEVSA developed a ‘Roaming TOT strategy’, involving the 
provision of further training for vocational teachers. More than 
1,000 teachers received further training (GIZ Final Report). 


  7. The potentials of micro enterprises 
for both professional training and self-
employment are better exploited. 
Related to outcome 7. 


7. Specific measures to strengthen micro enterprises are 
implemented. 
The employment agency of MIFOTRA created the CEFE course 
(Creation of Enterprises – Formation of Enterprises) (GIZ Final 
Report). 


  8. The project concepts and its 
implementation is coordinated with 
local and international development 
partners and possibilities of direct 
cooperation are identified and 
implemented. 
The programme involved the use of 
international and national, long-term 
and short-term experts, integrated 
experts, development workers, 
national experts, and experts from SES 
(Senior Experts Service) (GIZ Final 
Report). There is close collaboration 
with German FC. 


8. Specific possibilities of direct cooperation with development 
partners have been identified and implemented. 
Detailed coordination discussions have been held with 
development partners for the preparation of the trainer-of-
trainer courses (GIZ Final Report).  
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2. Project 19462 - PAREF II 
 


Project 
  


Objectives  Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


Sub-objective  output indicator: 1.4 Increased access to reliable and affordable energy 
Sub-objective  output indicator: 2.1 Strengthened agribusiness representatives 
PAREF II (PAREF NL-
1) (BEMO, 19462) 
Quantitative and 
qualitative degradation 
of forest resources is 
well managed and 
Rwanda's needs for 
wood fuel are better 
met. 


1. Institutional 
capacities at the 
decentralized level 
regarding 
reforestation and 
management of 
forestry resources 
are reinforced  


Achieved (R) 
• Total GPS forest project area achieved is 94% (goal was 90%) 
• Updated forest area maps 
• Sufficient forest dialog in JAF meetings 
• training of District Forestry Officers and technical staff on 


nursing techniques, planting and harvesting, as well as 
financial planning went according to plan;  


 
Not achieved 


• Trainings on forest law/ regulations not held  
• Management tools to manage the plantations are not 


available.  
• District Forestry Management Plans were submitted late and 


of insufficient quality. The project duration was not sufficient 
to allow improvement of these Plans. 


 
 


No recent information 
about outcome level 


This project has achieved almost all of its desired results, 
except for capacity building. The intended area of 
reforestation was almost fully realised. However, as the 
forest law and rules/regulations on which the development 
of management tools are based were not yet approved 
and/or developed, training and making of training material 
(modules, guidelines) could not be implemented and training 
on the topic not implemented. (R p.16). 
 
A link with food security could be made, however, this is an 
indirect link. The survey states that the workforce selected 
consisted mainly of the poorest of the rural population and 
half of them were women. According to the survey, this 
contributed to the food security and education. However, 
the survey does not give a more sophisticated explanation. 
This link is obviously based on several assumptions. Another 
impact is that production processes evolve and yield is 
increased in agro-forestry by the local population, as 
reforestation protects agricultural land from erosion. Finally, 
the efficiency of charcoal production the project area has 
been significantly increased, allowing for higher production, 
lower market prices, less shortages and less CO2 exhaust per 
kg of charcoal produced. 
 


 2. The forest 
resources in 9 
districts (7 in 
western and 2 in 
northern province) 
are increased and 
diversified and 
their management 
improved 


Achieved (R) 
• 10,524 ha of reforestation (goal was 10,000) 
• Success rate of plantations > 80%. 


4 operator contracts were signed and staff was trained. 3 of 
the operators were paid the final 15%; 4th contractor was 
paid 7%, did not follow prescribed planting distances. 


 


No information 
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Project 
  


Objectives  Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


 3. A better 
valorisation of 
forest products 
should be assured. 


• Clear data on number of charcoal makers, they received 
organizational and material support (R) 


• 90 charcoal makers trained (3 of them women) in 18 
cooperatives 


Use of more modern carbonisation technique --> doubled 
quantity of charcoal  


No information 
available about 
outcome/impact level, 
as this is dependent on 
the maturing of the 
trees that will be used 
for charcoal making, 
which would first be 
possible only 7 years 
after planting. 


The major challenge faced was the short implementation 
period in which activities had to be done (especially 
reforestation of 10,000 ha). 
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3. Project 19815 - PROSKID 
 


     


Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes  Conclusions 


Sub-objective  output  indicator: 2.2 Strengthened SMEs in agribusiness sector 


PROSKID (BEMO, 
19815) 


1. Promotion and 
stimulation of 
entrepreneurship 


A. At country level : 
A1. Education is aligned with market's needs [target : 12% 
of employers are satisfied with student's performance] 
No data. 
A2. Improvement of innovation capacity in the private 
sector [n.a.] 
No data. 


No 
information 
available 


The project consisted of three components: 
1. Business Plan Competition 
2. Internship programme 
3. Advocacy on TVET 


 
The 2nd and 3rd component seemed successful, as 561 students found an 
internship and 48% found employment. The advocacy seems successful as 
PPP are being established. The key achievement is the coordination 
mechanism in place and the advocacy role. Study tours were organised and 
the TVET gained a positive public image. 
 
The BPC were established and according to the report, 1000 jobs were 
created. The winners could receive a loan. This was directly the weak spot 
of this component. According to the survey, there was a very low rate in 
the loan repayment and high defaulting rate. Therefore, only a short-term 
increase in household income, no sustainable solution. Also, only 13% of 
the beneficiaries of a loan have succeeded in maintaining their business. 
 
Reasons why most companies from BPC defaulted: 
1) Most businesses were start-ups without experience 
2) Some have undertaken business they don't understand 
3) Some of the clients considered the loan as a government gift and didn't 
care about repayment 


Overall objective: 
support SME's growth 
through facilitating 
access to credit and 
assistance with 
management matters. 
The project also 
includes the promotion 
of technical and 
professional education, 
with a focus on 
apprenticeship/dual 
training and 
cooperation between 
public and private 
sector. 


2. Setting up a 
network with specific 
results between 
enterprises and 
schools 


B. At Embassy level: 
B1. Specific sectors are identified for focusing the ETFP and 
the needs of those sectors are known. [revised curricula] 
B2. Effective and efficient collaboration between private 
sector and technical schools. [target : 10 professionals from 
private sector involved ] 
This target is not mentioned, but 561 TVET students found 
an internship and 48% found employment after the 
internship (R). 
B3. International donors are aligned with ETFP's strategy 
[target : 80% of international donors aligned] 
No data. 
B4. Improvement of entrepreneurs' competencies and 
knowledge [number of women starting their company] 
450 SMEs benefitted from Technical Assistance (trainings 
and facilitation) (R) 
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Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes  Conclusions 


 3. Improving 
employability of 
students from ETFP  


 


C. Business plans competition : 
C1. Increase in the number of SME's participating [target : + 
50%] 
No data 
C2. Increase in the number of SME's receiving technical 
assistance in developing their business plan [target : +50%] 
450 SMEs received the TA, but no baseline data available 
(R) 
C3. Reinforcement of competencies and knowledge with 
regards to business management [target : 100% of winning 
SME's receive technical assistance] 
C4. Production of a report on the impact of the business 
plan competition [n.a] 
A report has been written on this topic. 


 4) Limited monitoring on the use of the loans and reimbursement 


 4. Promoting self-
employment and 
entrepreneurship 


D. At education level : 
D1. Identification of trainers/teachers in private companies 
[target : 10 tutors identified] 
Public and Private Partnerships have been established and 
the PS got more involved in the TVET education. However 
there is no mention of actual trainings or teachers (R) 
D2. At the end of their curriculum, students are 'placed' in a 
company for practice [data need to be developed] 
46% of the interns found a job (R) 
D3. Designed courses for the Chamber of Industry [target : 
1 training/year for the employees of the Chamber] 
PSF organizes training sessions through the Chamber. It is 
about 1 or 2 days a year. It is a session on TVET and 
internships rather than a proper training session  (Baseline) 
D4. Generic competencies needed by companies are 
defined [compilation of competences] 
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Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes  Conclusions 


 5. Promoting public-
private dialogue 


E. On promoting dialogue around ETFP :  
E1. Policy ETFP takes the private sector's needs into account 
[number of revised curricula] 
See D1. 
E.2 Survey on companies involved in training is performed 
[report] 
E3. Reaching and signing agreement between PSF and main 
ministries involved in ETFP 
E4. Operationalization of employers' forum [4 
meetings/year] 
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4. Project 19940 - Electricity Access Roll-out Programme (EARP) 
 


     


Project 
  


Objectives  Outputs Outcomes Conclusion 


Sub-objective  output indicator: 1.4 Increased access to reliable and affordable energy 


Electricity access programme 
(BEMO, 19940) 


Connected 
households and 
enterprises from 
115,000 to 415,000; 


 


30,000 rural connections 
(households, enterprises, health 
centres, administrative centres and 
schools). All the power for these 
additional connections will be 
generated with renewable sources, 
paid for by the government and the 
private sector; 
From 115,000 connections in 2009 to 
513,092 connections in June 2015, 
562,942 by the end of December 
2015 (target of 415,000 largely met).  
The initial aim was to connect 48% of 
the population by 2018, which was 
quite ambitious according to the 
Rwanda Energy Group (REG). In 
March 2016, 28% of the population 
was connected.  
 


Outcomes: 
• availability of electricity has 
significant effect on daily routine 
of rural dwellers 
• children shift their study time 
from daytime to hours after 
nightfall and school enrolment is 
positively affected 
• increase in TV as main source of 
information 
• better access to information 
leads to significant effects on 
gender aspects: decrease in 
women who think that it is 
justified that a husband beats a 
woman 
• households increase their home 
business activities, enterprises 
emerged and existing enterprises 
extended their operation hours, 
products and services 
Overall: the number of SMEs 
have development and 
contributed to food security, 
water resource management, and 
job creation 
 


IOB evaluation report:  
Impacts: 
• Economic impact: overall expenditure on energy has hardly 
been affected, because the increase in expenditure on 
electricity is largely compensated for by reductions in 
expenditure on the traditional energy sources. With 
electrification villagers are awake between 14-40 minutes 
longer per day. The average time spent on income-generating 
activities at home in houses with electricity is higher, but has 
no effect on the total time worked, since the average time 
spent in the field decreases. The amount of enterprises 
increases in communities with electricity (p.60), but their 
productivity is not necessarily affected. 
• Impact on convenience and welfare: decreased indoor air 
pollution, increased information on health issues, and general 
issues, through radio and television, longer study hours of 
children, increased school enrolment and attendance, 
increased and intensified use of mobile phones, lower 
acceptance rate of violence against women 
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Project 
  


Objectives  Outputs Outcomes Conclusion 


Access to electricity is low in 
Rwanda (5%) and tariffs are high, 
therefore Rwanda aims to increase 
energy production and diversify 
into alternative energy sources. 
This is mentioned in the Economic 
Development and Poverty 
Reduction Strategy (EDPRS). The 
overall programme to implement 
the energy strategy covers three 
pillars: connections, biomass and 
hydrocarbons. This project focuses 
on connections and 19462 on 
biomass. Hydrocarbons are not 
supported. The roll out of this 
project will mainly take place in 
rural areas, off grid solutions are 
also included. 


Connected health 
facilities from 50% to 
100%; 


 


1 MW off grid renewable generation. 
This MW will be additional to ongoing 
efforts to generate off grid power, by 
the Dutch and other donors. Off grid 
power is the cheapest option for 
some remote connections. 
From 50% of Health Centres 
electrified in 2009 to 80.67% in June 
2015, 90.38% by the end of 
December 2015 (below target of 
100%). 
 


 


 Connected sector 
offices from 25% to 
100%; 


 


From 25% of Administration Offices 
electrified in 2008 to 87.98% in June 
2015, 90,38% by the end of 
December 2015 (below target of 
100%). 


 


 


 Connected schools 
from 20% to 50%. 


 


From 25% of Schools electrified in 
2009 to 43.01% in June 2015 (slightly 
below target of 50%) . 


 


  







12 
 


5. Project 23168/23214 - Support for land tenure regularisation 
 


Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes  Conclusions 


Land tenure 
regularisation (BEMO, 
23168/234214) 


The objective of the 
programme is to issue land 
titles to Rwandan people and 
make sure there is a 
sustainable land system and 
administration. Other 
objectives are also to help 
reducing poverty, increase 
social harmony and make 
access to financing easier. 
 


On social harmony 
1. Most of Rwandese landholders secured in 
unchallenged possession of their property 
– 92%, which is below the 2015 target of >= 
96% 
2. Contested claims to land clarified and 
brought to an accepted resolution by both 
parties 
– In total 11,000 claims on the register, of 
which the majority was brought to an 
acceptable resolution after mediation. 
3. Increased transparency in good 
governance in the development of Rwandan 
land 
No information available 
 


1. all rightful landholders will receive legally 
valid land title documents and land disputes 
will be minimized by 2015 [indicators : 8 
million plots by January 2013 and another 2 
million between 2013 and December 2015] 
 
Completed: At the time of the end-line 
interview, 11.4 million parcels had been 
registered and 7,164,230 land titles were 
granted (June 2015). Some small sections still 
need to be registered.  
 


The programme has generally achieved the 
objectives. 
Although slightly lagging behind, 92% of the 
landholders has been registered and all 30 district 
offices were connected to the Land Administration 
Information System (LAIS). RNRA foresee an 
important impact on food security as the land 
registration allows for governing the land use. RNRA 
has the mandate to protect sustainable land uses and 
monitors land use plans determined by the districts. 
At the time of the end-line visit, 3 out of the 30 
districts had a land use plan. Based on the mass 
registration, other districts can now develop such a 
plan as well, ensuring sustainable use of natural 
resources and – in the long run – food security for the 
district inhabitants 
 
DFID identifies two major risks that could undermine 
the sustainability of the project and those are linked 
with LAIS matters. First, when a family member dies, 
it is needed to make sure that the information is 
transferred to the administration (DFID estimate a 
death rate of 2.5% amongst land rights holders ==> 
250,000 inheritance cases per year ). Second, there 
could be a gap between the information in the 
system and reality if people do not communicate 
changes or if the system is not efficient. 


  On agricultural transformation  
* Increased food security through higher 
productivity of land 
No information available  
* Stronger protection of land against erosion 
because of more sense of ownership 
No information available 
* Diversification of rural livelihoods 
supported by the purchase, sale and rental of 
land 
No information available 
* Increase in rural people's wealth through 
rising land value 
No information available 
* Agricultural development funded by land-
secured credit 
No information available 


2. establishment of institutions and systems 
for land management and adequately 
accommodated with required skilled people 
and equipped at the district level and below 
[indicators : 30 District Land Bureaus in 2013 
and 416 Sector Land Bureaus in 2015 ; post 
holders trained in land management] 
 
Completed (with some delay): In 2015, all 30 
district offices were connected to the Land 
Administration Information System (LAIS). In 
the course of 2015, all 416 post holders were 
trained. 
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Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes  Conclusions 


  On urbanization  
* 500.000 households with better urban jobs 
and living conditions 
No information available  
* Urban land development funded by land-
secured credit 
No information available 
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6. Project 23743 - HIMO PDED II consolidation 
 


Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


Sub-objective  output indicator: 1.1 Feeder roads built in labour intensive way 
Sub-objective output indicator: 2.2 Strengthened SMEs in agribusiness sector 
Sub-objective output indicator: 2.4 Strengthened (semi) government institutions 
HIMO PDED II 
consolidation (BEMO, 
23743) 
 


1. The roads rehabilitated by 
Helpage between 2003-2011 are 
in good condition and some new 
roads are build. Target in 
indicator is set at: 290.7 km road 
maintained in a light way; 170 km 
roads maintained in a 
periodic/heavy way and 75.5 km 
new roads are build. Total km of 
roads is 536,2. 
 


521.5 km of rehabilitated roads 
were properly maintained (S) 
72.5 km of new roads were build 
(S). Total number 594 km.  
 
 


Number of new roads below target, total km 
of realized roads exceeds target.  
 


When comparing the outputs with the final results 
from the survey it comes clear that most outputs 
have been achieved, especially the target related to 
job creation under the HIMO approach.  
 
The effects of the new roads were summarised as 
follows in the survey: easier movement of people and 
goods, easy access to markets for local products, 
increasing producer income, supply of raw materials, 
creation of income-generating activities. 
 
The effects of output 3: reduction of erosion, 
increased fodder, restoration of vegetation cover, 
increased agricultural yields. The land and soil 
activities, through agroforestry and fighting erosion, 
contributed to the improvement of the fertile ground 
and increased the quantity and quality of agricultural 
production. The survey states that there will be an 
increase in crop yields and availability of agroforestry 
products (fruits, fodder, firewood). 
 
The participating population did indeed earn incomes 
which improved livelihoods and living conditions in a 
diverse range of areas: health, housing, children's 
education, and re-investment in agriculture, livestock, 
trade, other income-generating activities. During the 
end line we learned that it has been reported that the 
districts have seen the extreme poverty level 


Promote new 
opportunities for 
increasing agricultural 
productivity, access to 
markets, job and income 
diversification, while 
supporting the agricultural 
sector and food security. 


2. Districts, SMEs and 
cooperatives are trained to 
maintain feeder roads by 
themselves. By the end of the 
project, districts will be trained to 
plan for new roads and to 
rehabilitate these roads by 
themselves. To that end, SMEs 
and cooperatives will have been 
trained to perform specialized 
tasks. The target in the indicator 
is set at: increased capacity in 
planning and monitoring of road 
maintenance and rehabilitation of 
district and sector officials in 5 
districts and increased capacity in 
road maintenance and 
rehabilitation work of 


Public and private institutions 
have been technically 
strengthened through trainings 
related to the implementation 
and monitoring of programme 
activities and rational 
management of HIMO (72 
cooperatives, 4 SMEs, 17 
committees of developed sites 
(?), 76 technicians and 100 
female entrepreneurs organised 
in 5 networks) (S). 
 
 


Output has been met, capacity building 
programme to maintain the roads by 
themselves.  
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Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


cooperatives and SMEs (no 
concrete target is mentioned). 


decreased at about (2%), especially for Musanze, 
Burera and Gicumbi district.   
 
To conclude, there has indeed been an improvement 
of income and with the increased income more food 
could be bought. However, the employment period 
was relatively short, which makes it difficult to prove 
a long lasting reduction of food insecurity. The scale 
on which people were reached is, however, very high 
and proves that the project had an impact on many 
people.  
 
Regarding the construction of the roads, it is true that 
food can more easily been transported and that it 
contributes to post-harvest handling. The latter 
output has a more sustainable effect due to the fact 
that the roads are still intact.  
 
Overall, we can conclude that there is an indirect link 
with food security and that the link is less strong than 
was suggested at the beginning of the project. The 
outcome has been reached for a large part. 


 3. The construction and 
maintenance of the roads ensures 
the protection of fragile 
ecosystems of the marshlands of 
Rugezi and Bugarma, as well as 
the lakes Burera, Ruhondo and 
Kivuare and the agricultural 
production sites there. The target 
in the indicator states that 6,587 
ha of ecosystems and roads will 
be protected. 
 


2,653.8 ha of farming grounds 
have been built by the actions of 
agroforestry and erosion 
control. The project is lagging 
behind the indicator.  


Only 40,3% of the output targets have been 
reached. 
However, realized effects were reduction of 
erosion, increased folder, restoration of 
vegetation cover and increased agricultural 
yields. 


 4. Through labour-intensive 
approaches and the use of 
unskilled manual labour (as 
opposed to capital intensive 
approaches), the poorest 
Rwandans gain an income. The 
target in the indicator states that 
13,437 people will be active in 
Cash for Work (consolidation), 
6586 people for Cash for Work 
(new roads) and 8,820 people in 
soil protection Cash for Work. 
This is a total of 28,843 people. 
 


26,278 poor people (including 
13,785 women) were employed 
under the HIMO approach. 2,000 
jobs less than planned were 
created.  
 


In the opinion of the project implementers 
program planned objectives have been 
achieved over 99% considering the 
accomplished physical achievements and 
impacts at program closure. The expected 
impacts on food security were: increasing 
agricultural production, intra-Community 
trade, increase household resilience to 
poverty and hunger, improving nutrition 
and conditions household living in general, 
noting that these categories of people were 
poor and without income.  


 5. At least half of the people 
employed will be women. The 
target in the indicator also states: 
at least 50% of women in Cash for 
Work, including in supervision. 
Also a gender plan will be 
implemented (no further details 
available). 


See output 4: 52% of the 
employed people is a woman 
86 female entrepreneurs have 
initiated income-generating 
projects (sustainable job) 


Women were involved in the projects and 
earned income to bring benefit to the 
family.  
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7. Project 24371/25542 - Infrastructure investments (in-depth evaluation) 
 


Project  Objectives  Outputs  Outcomes Conclusions 


Sub-objective  output indicator: 1.1 Feeder roads built in labour intensive way 
Sub-objective output indicator: 2.5 Strengthened fora for discussion 
Infrastructure 
investments (BEMO, 
24371/25542) 


 Outputs 24371:  
Adequate and equitable funding for districts 
infrastructure needs  


Anticipated Outcomes 24371: 
Strengthened local economic development through 
relevant and adequate infrastructures 
 
 


The project has been successful in achieving most 
outcomes. 
 
Projects implemented or financed by LODA focus on 
decentralization and building capacity. Even though 
most projects funded by EKN dealt with investing in 
infrastructure, RLDSF believes they have an impact on 
food security as follows: 


• Consolidation of marshlands, building of 
terraces improve the productivity of the 
farmers 


• Food security for the population is 
improved as the population has better 
revenues  


• Job creation through HIMO approach 
(people employed for building the 
infrastructure) 


• Facilitation of commercial transactions 
and increase in the value chain. 


 
Sustainability in terms of maintenance remains a 
challenge and point of attention. 


  Adequate implementation and monitoring of 
infrastructure development projects in districts  
Achieved: LODA has implemented and 
monitored over 600 projects effectively. In 
each and every district, there is an engineer in 
charge of the monitoring of the projects. The 
engineer is also in charge of following up the 
funds disbursement and the progress of the 
projects. There is also a financial compliance 
team, economists and sociologists involved in 
the projects. In addition, there is a control 
mechanism for each project (field visit) and 
reporting is made every three months towards 
LODA  


Improved food security through increased income 
generation at local level 
Districts had executed 680 development projects in 
2012/2013. 494 project were fully completed and 
186 projects were in execution. In the first phase 
87.000 (temporary) jobs were created. In 2012-
2013: 89,725 workers including 42,734 women and 
46,990 men, were employed by contractors who 
executed the development projects. 


  Increased investment opportunities at local 
level  
The Vision Umurenge Programme (VUP) is a 
programme designed to accelerate the 
attainment of Vision 2020 targets by delivering 
cash transfers into the poorest households in 
Rwanda via District Support in the form of 
grants, public works in terms of wages and 
Financial Services. Districts invested in income 
generating projects which created job 
opportunities and increased districts revenues. 


Improved people-centred development approach 
though a more participatory approach 
 







17 
 


Project  Objectives  Outputs  Outcomes Conclusions 


LODA sensitizes population on the culture of 
making savings and working with banks and 
micro-finance institutions through Financial 
Services. A total of 2.416 individuals was 
trained in the several districts to then continue 
to train others within their community. 
Financial Services were operational in 150 
sectors across Rwanda. A total of 12,703 
individuals received a loan. In addition in 180 
sectors direct support had been given to the 
poorest and most vulnerable households in 
total 43,671 (99,817 members).  
With the projects LODA managed the creation 
of public markets (37), guest houses (6), 
slaughter houses (6), factories (2), 
storages/warehouses (11), public / tax parking 
or bus stations (2).  
 


  Improved LODA legitimacy in providing 
advisory services to the districts  
According to the annual plan 146 local 
government office buildings have been 
constructed. It is however difficult to state if 
the output has been met, without a clear 
definition. 


Improved district legitimacy on the local 
development agenda  


  Improved effectiveness and sustainable use of 
public resources  
A total of 1.961,10 hectare was realized, next 
to 4.750,54 progressive terraces and 2.888,95 
radial terraces. A total of 4.658 households was 
earning newly treated terraces.  


DDP I infrastructure development targets 
consolidated and sustained. 
 
 


  Improved service delivery by LODA at the local 
level  
Achieved: 9,625 individual latrines (96% of the 
target). Also, almost 100 water reservoirs and 
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Project  Objectives  Outputs  Outcomes Conclusions 


752 spring sources had been realized in 
2012/2013. 


  Outputs 25542: 
Districts LED infrastructure projects completed; 
District maintenance plans for infrastructure 
projects developed. 
Performance indicators for the outputs: 


- % of budget execution for district 
investment in the planned 
infrastructure projects (target 95%); 


Achieved: 99,85% (but project is still ongoing) 
- Number of planned district 


infrastructure projects in local 
economic development that are 
completed per year per district 
(quantitative information provided 
per project category; target 2016 
based on estimates: 248 projects); 


By the end of April 2016 a total of 144 out of 
601 projects was completed. The remaining 
projects are ongoing. Below target 


- Number of local government staff 
trained for proper management of 
LED infrastructure projects (2016 
target based on estimates: 169 local 
government staff) 


A total of 560 staff members have been trained 
of which:  


- 350 district staff trained  in the 
operation and maintenance of 
infrastructure 


- 150 district staff trained in 
Monitoring and Evaluation 
information System 


Anticipated Outcomes 25542: 
Local infrastructure projects are implemented and 
maintained by local governments to improve 
service delivery and advance local economic 
development (LED). 
 
As mentioned above, not all the projects have been 
implemented yet, but the project is still ongoing. 
Maintenance seems to be a point of attention in 
this phase of the project as show the results of the 
evaluation study shared with us by LODA. 
 
The outcome have not yet been reached and 
project is ongoing. 
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Project  Objectives  Outputs  Outcomes Conclusions 


- 30 district staff in charge of 
Monitoring and Evaluation officers 


- 30 district staff in charge of 
Geographical Information System. 


The output indicator has been met. 
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8. Project 24730 - Linking Farmers to Markets 
 


Project  Objectives  Outputs  Outcomes Conclusions 


Sub-objective  output indicator: 2.1 Strengthened agribusiness representatives 
Sub-objective  output indicator: 2.3 Strengthened cooperatives 
Sub-objective  output indicator: 2.4 Strengthened (semi) government institutions 
Linking farmers to 
markets (BEMO, 
24730) 


To build capacity of the 
Chamber of Rwanda 
Farmers (CRF) and to allow 
its members to develop 
knowledge and skills 
allowing them to be more 
competitive and to access 
profitable markets. 


1. Farmers are confident that 
Chamber delivers better and 
represents them in a satisfactory 
manner  


1. Strengthened Chamber to advocate for and 
represent the farmers, improve service delivery 
capacity and Rwandan farmers feel they are well 
represented and served; 
Farmers know PSF and CRF more than before; they 
have joined the cooperatives that have become 
stronger; farmer-members have become more 
knowledgeable (MTR Nov 2015). 
 
 


The programme has contributed to capacity building 
through a skills audit and subsequent trainings for 
6,753 individual farmers and 137 cooperatives 
belonging to 16 associations with a total of 176.958 
members. Also, study trips were organised abroad 
and the CRF lobbied on behalf of farmers to improve 
government policies at the national level. A business 
plan competition was newly developed and therefore 
is behind schedule. No results have been reported on 
it. 
 
Part of the objectives is to make CRF self-supporting, 
based on the collection of membership fees paid by 
the federations. Yet, the membership fees received 
by the CRF amount to around 10% of what they 
should be. The current CRF income does not allow for 
financing a permanent role of the district officers put 
in place by the project. Also, the project manager of 
the Linking farmers project served as CRF director for 
the duration of the project, but has now left the 
organisation, as project funding has ended, 
potentially leading to a loss of knowledge for CRF. 


Providing guarantees on loans taken out by farmers 
did not have the anticipated results.  


National representation of farmers has resulted in a 
regulated market for potatoes, which solved the 
problem of potato farmers having to sell below cost 
price during harvest season. Now they can earn an 
income and save enough money to invest in seeds 


  2. Audit of knowledge, skills and 
competences of associations' 
members of the Chamber is 
conducted and plans to address 
the gaps are implemented 
Performance indicator: Existence 
of a plan of skills development 
for each association, member of 
the Chamber; 


2. A strengthened capacity in post-harvest skills 
and increased investments in post-harvest facilities 
 
 


  3. Information desks of farmers 
are operational in all the districts 
Performance indicator: Offices 
are opened (at least one office 
per district) and farmers report 
satisfaction of service delivery at 
the rate of 80%; 


3. Increased number of farmers starting an agri-
business through a year basis contest. 
 
 


  4. Active and constructive 
participation of the Chamber in 
the Agriculture Sector Working 
Group (ASWG) is effective 


 







21 
 


Project  Objectives  Outputs  Outcomes Conclusions 


Performance indicator: 
Participation in ASWG meetings 
is realized at a rate of 100%; 


and agri-inputs for the next season. In order to make 
the system of a fixed price work, 120 potato 
collection centres and a wholesale market have been 
created. 


The impact on food security has not been measured 
by the project, but the training, post-harvest and 
advocacy components are likely to have a lasting 
effect. However, the food security status of the 
participating farmers at the start of the project is 
unknown. Therefore a conclusion on improved food 
security is not possible. 


  5. A study on the situation of 
access to credits and payment 
rate is update is conducted and a 
campaign to sensitize farmers 
with potential to use credit is 
conducted 
Performance indicator: The 
study on access to finances by 
farmers is published; 
Providing guarantees on loans 
taken out by farmers did not 
work well. A significant amount 
of the project funding was 
consumed by guarantees called 
upon by the banks, as farmers 
did not understand they should 
repay their loans. 


  


  6. Platform to discuss access to 
finances is operational 
Performance indicator: 
Stakeholders in platform to 
discuss access to finances with 
banks meet every semester; 
Forums were co-chaired by the 
responsible of the Province. They 
look at constraints faced by 
farmers and come up with 
recommendations. Stakeholders 
meet twice a year. 


 


  7. Agribusiness contest is 
organized twice a year. 
A business plan competition is 
foreseen but it has not started 
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Project  Objectives  Outputs  Outcomes Conclusions 


yet because they want to 
develop a new approach on this 
topic. 


  8. A post-harvest specialist is 
recruited to assist PSF to 
elaborate a concrete plan on 
post-harvest programme 
possibly including subsidies 
Performance indicator: Post-
harvest plan and in particular the 
subsidies to increase 
investments in post-harvest 
facilities is elaborated by PSF and 
the Chamber in the first year of 
the project. 
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9. Project 24871 - Capacity Building for Food Security in Rwanda 
 


Project  Objectives  Outputs  Outcomes Conclusions 


Sub-objective output indicator: 2.1 Strengthened agribusiness representatives 
Sub-objective output indicator: 2.4 Strengthened (semi) government institutions 
Capacity building 
for food security 
(BEMO, 24871) 


RAB (Rwanda Agriculture Board): 
to strengthen RAB's human 
capacity to develop agriculture 
and animal resources for 
improved food security and 
livelihood of Rwandans. 


1. A strategic Human Resource 
Development plan established 
for MINICOM 
Performance indicator: A plan of 
Human Resource Development is 
implemented by MINICOM by 
2013 
 


1. Strengthened capacity of MINICOM to enhance 
value addition and food market access 


A mid-term review in August 2015 concluded:  
• “With exception of one institution, there 


is strong evidence of stable and efficient 
functioning of the project coordination 
and implementation capacity of all 
beneficiary institutions. So far, the project 
has been effective in achieving expected 
outputs and outcomes under MINICOM, 
RSB, and RAB. Limited effectiveness at 
RCA to-date. The value chain approach to 
public-private cooperation is not yet 
working, due to some limitations to the 
cooperation. 


• “The establishment of the Community 
Processing Centres (CPCs), reinforced with 
a cadre of coaches, has positively 
impacted on the volume and quality of 
food investment, production, processing 
and marketing within the value chain.” 


• “The Rwanda Standards Board (RSB)'s 
capacity building in the standardization 
and conformity framework for food 
security value chain has contributed to 
improved and increased valued added 
outcomes with a widening of services to a 
broader clientele.”  


• “RAB's investment has strengthened food 
security in terms of accessibility and 
improvement of production factors 
through capacity in extension services. 


 RBS (Rwanda Bureau of 
Standards): to strengthen the 
capacity of RBS to deliver on the 
standardisation and conformity 
assessment in the food security 
value chain. 


2. An upgraded Management 
Information System (MIS) 
incorporating a food security 
module 
Performance indicator: MIS 
module on food security is 
installed 
 


2. Strengthened capacity of RBS to deliver on 
standardization and conformity assessment in the 
food security 


 RCA (Rwanda Cooperatives 
Agency): to strengthen 
cooperatives in crop 
intensification programme to 
contribute to food security. 


3. A functional Monitoring 
&Evaluation (M&E) system3 


3. RCA strengthened capacity of cooperatives in 
crop intensification and market access 
 


 MINICOM: to strengthen the 
capacity of MINICOM to enhance 
post-harvest storage facilities, 
value addition and market access 
through establishing institutional 
focal points for food security 
policy development, 
coordination and strategy 
implementation. 


4. Staff skilled in developing 
draft laws and regulations 
related to food security and 
safety 
Performance indicator: Number 
of staff trained to draft laws and 
regulations for food security 
 


4. Strengthened human capacity of RAB to increase 
agriculture and livestock resources 
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Project  Objectives  Outputs  Outcomes Conclusions 


  5. Amended policy and law on 
cooperatives 
Performance indicator: 
Publication of new policies and 
laws on cooperatives 
 


5. Strengthened collaboration and monitoring by 
PSCBS concerning this project and programme of 
Higher Learning Institutions in food security 
supported by Nuffic 


The breadth and width of outreach with 
farmers has opened doors and created a 
fertile ground for other food-security 
agencies to address post-harvest 
infrastructure and markets within the 
food value-chain framework.” 


• “It was apparent during interviews and 
documents review that the views 
regarding the understanding and how the 
concept of Value chain was varied. The 
concept of value chain interlinked 
activities and outcomes and how they 
impact the food security capacity need to 
come out clearly and recorded.” 


  6. RCA decentralized policy and 
strategy available for 
cooperatives, federations and 
confederations 
Performance indicator: RCA 
offices are open in all provinces 
to reinforce its effectiveness 


 


  7. Advocacy strategy for 
cooperatives drafted and 
implemented 


 


  8. Knowledge management 
function developed at RAB 
Performance indicator: 
Knowledge management system 
established at RAB 


 


  9. Functional review of RAB 
completed 
Performance indicatori: RAB 
organizational structure is 
reviewed and made more 
operational 


 


  10. Annual collaboration and 
monitoring meetings between 
PSCBS and agencies and training 
institute by Nuffic 
Performance indicator: Effective 
collaboration between PSCBS 
and Higher Learning Institutions 
involved in food security 
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10. Project 25059 - Consolidation Marshlands (in-depth evaluation) 
 


Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


Sub-objective  output indicator: 2.1 Strengthened agribusiness representatives 
Sub-objective  output indicator: 2.3 Strengthened cooperatives 
Sub-objective  output indicator: 2.4 Strengthened (semi) government institutions 
Consolidation 
marshlands 
(BEMO, 25059) 


1. Productive and protective 
infrastructure of Esiru I+II is 
consolidated and functioning: 
irrigation schemes, dams, 
terraces, infiltration galleries, 
roads and rice platforms as well 
as the rice mill (latter not 
financed by EKN) 
Performance indicators:  
- Increase in average 
rice production by 50% from 4 
to 6 tons/per hectare/per 
harvest; 
2013: 4.56 t/ha (R) 
2014: 4.48 t/ha (R) 
- two rice harvests a year 


Final result:  
- Increase of 50% in rice 


production (5.5 t/ha) 
- Increase of 50% of 


income in Esiru 
cooperatives; 


Improvement in income from €315 
to €412 (S) 


- 100% of the rice-lands 
is utilized; Achieved (R) 


- Rice harvests twice a 
year 


Irrigation schemes; 34 dams; 600 
ha of terraces; soil conservation 
(1240 km of infiltration galleries, 
1,5 million trees planted); road 
construction and rehabilitation; 
rural water supply (34 spring 
cappings) (see Annex IX). 
 


1. Complete productive marshlands 
and hillside infrastructure and to 
enable beneficiaries and local 
government authorities to take full 
responsibility and ownership of 
these works 
The income does not seem to have 
increased by 50% (increase of 30% 
excl. income terraces), but the 
impact has been large. 


 


The project results show that the outputs have been met.  
First, the project was not only teaching farmers how to grow rice, 
but was also promoting appropriate farming techniques for growing 
maize and beans on the hillsides along the valleys. The farmers 
were taught and guided in constructing soil conservation structures 
to address the problem of erosion in the area. The comprehensive 
involvement of users and local government authorities (LGA) during 
all project phases was a key success factor in the consolidation 
phase. The first outcome has been successful and is reached.  
 
Second, The project has improved the food security situation of 
households in many ways. For example, rice yields have increased 
and farmers can keep 20% for household consumption; farming on 
hillsides has improved; agricultural practices are more diversified. 
This all leads to higher household incomes. According to the district 
agronomist in Muhanga Welthungerhilfe had achieved its goal by 
100% that of increasing production among the farmers. The 
marshlands were consolidated and put into productive use. 
Moreover, the project has indirectly benefited many more people 
and it allowed other foods producers to improve their production. 
The increase of income from the project by beneficiaries has 
contributed to improved local economies hence allowing other food 
producers to improve their production. 
 
Third, the influence of women within cooperatives and water user 
organizations has been strengthened.  
 
 


 2. Local government authorities 
and agents (at all levels), 
organised farmers' groups (10 
cooperatives, 7 water users 
associations and other groups) 
are enabled to manage the 
infrastructure in a self-
determined, inclusive and 
sustainable manner 


Performance indicator: RWF 
allocated in districts and sectors 
budgets for repair and 
maintenance 
Comprehensive involvement of 
users and LGA during all project 
phases. 


2. Sustained reduction of poverty, 
enhancement of food security and 
self-reliant continuation of 
development initiatives.  
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Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


 3. Strengthened influence of 
women within cooperatives 
and water users associations 


Performance indicators:  
- Nr. of women in leading 


positions in 
cooperatives increased; 


2012: 20% of positions 
2014: 37% of positions 


- In all Water User 
Associations 42% of 
leaders are women by 
end 2014; 


No data 
- No. of women having 


access to SACCO family 
accounts. 


No data 


3. More women employed and 
better access to finance. The gender 
specialist made sure that women 
were employed, that they were 
getting paid on their own bank 
accounts (SACCO Bank) and that 
women were empowered by 
receiving financial literacy. The exact 
number of women having access to 
SACCO via this project is unknown. 
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11. Project 25195 - Participatory forest management (PAREF NL-2) 
Project 
  


Objectives  Outputs  Outcomes  Conclusions 


Sub-objective  output  indicator:  1.2 Demand driven local economic development 


PAREF 2 (BEMO, 
25195) 


Qualitative and 
quantitative management 
of forest resources for 
biomass energy in the 9 
districts improved. 
 
Four indicators: 
(1) Figures on forest cover: 
3500 ha of new forest 
plantation in public (2500 
ha) and private land (1000 
ha) will be realized; 
(2) Figures on annual 
increment (12.5 
m3/ha/year) and standing 
volume for pilot areas; 
(3) Quality of 9 
management plans at 
district and sector level; 
(4) Awareness amongst 
stakeholder on 
participatory forest 
management: 250 persons 
from different institutions 
including authorities and 
technicians will participate 
in awareness activities 
technically and financially. 


Performance indicators:  
1.1. 18 forest and financial 
staff financed by District at the 
end of the project will be 
trained; 
1.2. 9 detailed forest 
management budget proposals 
are developed per district for 
the fiscal year; 
1.3. 9 districts are in charge of 
forest on public land; 
1.4. 101 staff from districts and 
the department of Forestry 
and Nature Conservation will 
be trained in sustainable forest 
management. 


1. Organizational forest management 
capacities at district and sector level are 
improved 
 
1. On track to be achieved: at the time of 
end-line visit, 2,299 Ha had been created on 
new Public lands and 970 Ha created on new 
Private lands in the zone of intervention 
 
- Public management : 238,827 Ha; 
- Private management: 90,889.3 Ha; 
- District management: 15,783.4 Ha. 
N.B: Those data are for the year 2013. 


PAREF NL-2 builds on and expands the achievements of PAREF NL-1. 
In PAREF NL-2 the forests managed by the districts and forests in 
private hands are also part of the project scope. The programme is 
thought of indirectly addressing food security. Reforestation and 
protection of watersheds and rivers prevents soil erosion. This 
means fertile land for agricultural use is protected, thereby leading 
to higher agricultural production. Consequently, food security is 
improved. The HIMO approach generates jobs and income, also 
benefiting food security. The indirect link between, on the one 
hand, more charcoal and fuel wood and, on the other hand, food 
security is not proven. The project adopted a participatory 
management approach and an HIMO approach that have both 
enabled job creation and extra revenues for local households, who 
in turn have more to spend on food.  
 
The project started with some delay, in August 2013. This means 
that there was a gap between PAREF NL-1 and the current project. 
As the project started with maintenance of young trees planted 
during PAREF NL-1, these tasks were delayed and in some cases led 
to young trees being damaged by cows or weeds.  
 
The project will run until December 2016. Therefore the complete 
results of the project are not available at the time of this evaluation. 
 


 Performance indicators: 
2.1. 2500 Ha of biomass 
energy plantations on public 
land are established; 
2.2. 1000 Ha biomass energy 
plantations on private lands 
are created; 
2.3. Established plantations 
>0.25 Ha are incorporated in 
to forest GIS, district and 
sector maps; 


2. The forest cover in the 9 districts on public 
and private land is increased   
 


 Performance indicators: 
3.1. District forest 
management plans of the 9 
districts are updated; 


3. Lessons are learned by experimenting with 
participatory forest management on public 
land at pilot area level 
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Project 
  


Objectives  Outputs  Outcomes  Conclusions 


3.2. Forest management plans 
developed for 9 sectors with 
participatory management; 
3.3. Lessons learned and 
recommendations are 
formulated based on 
experimenting with 
participatory forest 
management in 9 pilot areas 
(>100Ha/district); 
3.4. Proposal for forest rules 
and regulations on 
participatory forest 
management of public forest 
developed; 
3.5. Average annual increment 
per ha for 9 pilot biomass 
plantations measured yearly. 
The average increment will 
reach 12.5m3/ha/year from 
10.000 ha already planted; 
3.6. 13.2 tons of charcoal and 
number of 200 steers of 
firewood produced per hectare 
of pilot by the end of 2015 
from 10.000 ha already 
planted; 
3.7. A proper mechanism for 
sharing of benefits coming 
from the participatory 
managed biomass energy 
plantations will be in place and 
functioning. 
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12. Project 25454 - Cooperatives Support Programme 
 


Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


Sub-objective  output indicator: 2.3 Strengthened cooperatives 
Sub-objective  output indicator: 2.4 Strengthened (semi) government institutions 
Cooperatives 
support 
programme 
(BEMO, 25454) 
 
Accelerate agri-
business 
development thus 
promoting rural 
economic growth 
and generating 
jobs in the 
agricultural sector 


1.  To strengthen the 
capacity of 
cooperatives as well 
as new and existing 
agribusinesses 
(making use of 
cooperatives' 
produce) thereby 
generating 
employment 
opportunities and 
contributing to 
stability and food 
security. 


1. Outputs with objective 1: 
- General management& organization 
support provided to selected cooperatives in the 
selected districts; 
- Package of business services provided 
to selected cooperatives' and agribusinesses' 
entrepreneurs in the selected districts; 
- Financial institutions' agri-finance 
products and instruments made available to 
cooperatives, starting and growing 
agribusinesses in selected districts. 
 
Indicators: 
- Number of cooperatives 
supported/trained/coached (100); 
- Number of cooperatives 
staff/members provided with general 
management & organization training & coaching 
(500); 
- Number of (potential) entrepreneurs 
from cooperatives and starting and growing 
agribusinesses provided with business skills 
training & coaching (60); 
Number of cooperatives and/or 
(starting/growing) agri-businesses provided with 
financial services (18). 


1. Outcomes with objective 1: 
- Existing cooperatives and new and 
existing agribusinesses increased production and 
developed (new) products and/or services in the 
selected districts; 
- Employment generated in cooperatives, in 
new and existing agribusinesses in the selected 
districts as well as in their supply chain and 
distribution networks; 
- Food security increased. 
 
Indicators: 
- Increase in number of cooperatives 
supplying new products in selected districts (25% 
compared to baseline);  
- Number of agri-businesses activities 
started in selected districts (35); 
- Total value in EUR of these cooperatives' 
and agribusinesses' products per year increased 
(25%); 
- Number of direct jobs created in 
supported/started cooperatives and agri-businesses 
during the three year and after the programme 
(750); 
Increase in volume of tons of food reaching the 
domestic markets (tbd on basis of baseline). 
 


-  


Project is still on-going (end date March 2017). 
In 2015 (mid-term review at the time of the end-
line visit), Spark has reported the following 
tangible results: 


• Sales volumes of participating 
cooperatives have increased by 39% 
between end of 2013 and end of 2015. 
Note: this figure applies only to Cohort 
1, consisting of 39 cooperatives. 


• 4,407 full-time jobs have been created 
in the cooperatives management 
sphere. 


• 125 part-time jobs have been created 
in agricultural activities. 


• Participation by women is good and 
over and above the government-
imposed target of 30%. 


 
The main findings from the MTR are, according to 
the end-line interview: 


• The grant fund under the access-to-
finance component of the project did 
not work well. The farmers receiving 
the loans considered them “free 
money” and did not repay them. 
According to the interviewee, this is in 
part due to the long tradition of the 
GoR to give aid for free to businesses 
without expecting anything in return. 
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Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


 2. To strengthen the 
capacity of the 
Cooperatives 
Support Network 
(CSNs) and relevant 
government 
agencies in the 
selected districts. 


2. Outputs with objective 2: 
- Market analyses in selected districts 
and market and business opportunities for 
cooperatives identified; 
- Business Development Services for 
Cooperatives at existing or new CSNs and 
financial institutions introduced and/or 
strengthened;  
- General Management & 
Organizational Capacity Services for Cooperatives 
at existing CSNs introduced/strengthened.  
 
Indicators: 
- Number of market analyses 
conducted and reported including business 
opportunities for cooperatives (9); 
- Number of market opportunities 
identified and reported during inception phase 
(18); 
- Number of key stakeholders incl. CSN 
and governmental agencies involved in analyses 
(18); 
- Number of demand-driven businesses 
development services introduced and 
strengthened at CSNs and agencies; 
- Number of financial products and 
instruments for cooperatives in selected districts 
identified at financial institutions (18) and 
introduced to cooperatives/entrepreneurs; 
- Number of CSN and FI 
staff/trainers/advisors/coaches trained (60); 
- Percentage of CSN and FI 
staff/trainers/advisors/coaches indicating that 
business development and financial services 
related competences have been strengthened 
relevant to the gap analyses (75%) 


2. Outcomes with objective 2: 
- Cooperative support structures are better 
able to provide relevant and appropriate coaching 
and guidance to existing cooperatives and SMEs. 
 
Indicators: 
- Increase in number of cooperatives and 
SMEs using the services of CSN (25% compared to 
baseline); 
- Increase in cooperatives and SME 
satisfaction with the CSN support (50%).  
 
Outcome indicators that EKN will monitor: 
- Total value in EUR of targeted 
cooperatives and agribusinesses products increased 
per year by 25%; 
- Volume in tons of food reaching the 
domestic markets increased by x% (tbd on basis of 
baseline); 
- Satisfaction of cooperatives and SMEs 
with the Cooperatives Support Network support 
increased by 50%; 
- Nr of targeted cooperatives that receive a 
(commercial) loan for the first time. 
- SPARK indicates that definite indicators 
will be determined in inception phase, EKN has to 
approve these! 
 
 


This is now changing, but the concept 
of a bank loan is still foreign to many 
farmers. Spark responded to this 
challenge by working with financial 
intermediaries that have a specific 
offering for rural financing. 


• Spark discovered in the course of the 
project that cooperatives should not 
be treated the same as other 
businesses, because there are social 
aspects at play that do not occur in 
single-owner businesses. One aspect is 
the challenge to align 
entrepreneurship with the collective 
interest of the cooperative’s 
members. For this reason, Spark 
coaches now work full-time, which is 
expected to yield better results. 


• A challenge for the cooperatives is 
member recruitment and retention. 
Also, the trickle-down effect of skills 
trainings provided by Spark is limited. 
The project has received additional 
budget and a one-year extension to 
repair this shortfall. 
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Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


- Number of demand-driven 
Management & Organizational Capacity Services 
introduced and strengthened at CSNs (30); 
- Number of CSN staff trained (30); 
Percentage of CSN staff indicating that 
management & organization related 
competences have been strengthened relevant 
to the gap analyses (75%) 
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13. Project 25457 - Access to Food for Young Children (in-depth evaluation) 
 


Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


Sub-objective  output indicator: 3.1 Nutrition programme for very young children 


UNICEF 
(BEMO, 
25457) 
 
Reduce chronic 
malnutrition of 
children under 
two by 5% each 
year in ten 
districts  
 


1. Multi-sectoral coordination 
mechanisms are functional at 
central level and in each target 
district to sustain the fight 
against stunting, including the 
establishment of a national 
Steering Committee, a single 
National Nutrition Technical 
Committee and District 
Steering Committees 
supported by JADF Sub-
Commissions for the 
Elimination of Malnutrition 


Output indicator: No. of coordination 
meetings held at national and district 
levels (indicators 1.2 and 1.3); 
 
By 2014 there has been advocated for 
the establishment of a combined 
National food and Nutrition Technical 
Working Group (NF&NTWG). Support 
to monthly coordination meetings for 
National Food & Nutrition Technical 
Committee is ongoing. 


As the project will only be completed at the end of 
2016 not all final outcomes are available yet.  
 
 
 
 


Unicef set up a monitoring framework with 
several indicator. 19 indicators were selected by 
EKN in Rwanda. As reported in the EKN program 
2014 annual report, fifteen out of these 19 
indicators have annual targets of which 9 (60 per 
cent) are on track (green), 5 (33 per cent) are 
constrained (orange) and 1 (7 per cent – 
documentation of case studies, now planned for 
2015) is not on track (red). 
 
An analysis of the FGD information also shows 
that the project objectives and results/ 
achievements were on track. This is evident from 
the fact that malnutrition rates in Muhanga 
District have reduced if a comparison is made 
between before and after the project was 
introduced. 
 
The impact on food security is not easy to assess 
as there is no data available yet. Final data on 
output and outcomes will come after the end of 
the project in 2016.  


 2. Improved functionality of the 
M+E system to track the 
implementation of evidence 
based DPEMs interventions 
and their contribution to the 
reduction of stunting  
 


Output indicator:  
- # of operational researched 
conducted 
# of operational researched integrated 
in the programme  


The DPEM is revised in 2014. Other 
activities (mapping existing nutrition 
information systems, building capacity 
of decentralized structures, etc.) are 
ongoing. 
A project baseline survey is 
conducted.  


 


 3. The decentralized system 
has the capacity to prevent, 
identify and manage under 
nutrition among children and 
pregnant and lactating women 


Output indicator:  
- % of children under two 
screened for stunting 


  







33 
 


Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


No. of service providers trained 
(health facility staff; CHW; 
Agronomist; Social Affairs staff)  
Capacity gap analysis of service 
providers is completed in 2014. 
Monthly Growth Monitoring and 
Promotion (GMP) sessions and 
trainings for health workers and other 
relevant staff are continued 
throughout the project time.   


 4. Improved practices of 
nutrition-related behaviour 
among target populations (or 
households) with malnourished 
children and pregnant and 
lactating women; those who 
are at risk are practicing 
improved nutrition-related 
behaviour 


Output indicator: 
- No. of sensitization 
meetings with district and sector-level 
authorities and partners 
(development partners, CSOs/FBOs, 
administrative authorities, local 
leaders) 
No. of orientation sessions on 
nutrition of community-level frontline 
staff (CHWs, EHO, Educational Focal 
Points etc.) 
Examples of continuing activities: 
supervision and refresher training for 
use of the Rwandan MIYCN 
counselling package by health facility 
and CHWs; advocacy for high-level 
policy/strategy dialogue (Unicef).   
 


  


 5. Improved food security and 
resilience for vulnerable 
households with children under 
two and pregnant and lactating 
women 
 


Output indicator: % of farmers 
receiving training through farmer field 
schools 
40% of all households in 10 target 
districts with children under two and 
pregnant and lactating women are 
supported to improve dietary diversity 
and resilience 
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Project  Objectives  Outputs Outcomes Conclusions 


 6. Interactive Learning 
mechanism for improved 
programming is established 
 


Output indicator: No. and type of field 
experiences documented and 
disseminated 


  


 





		Annex XI: Project level objectives linked to outcomes

		1. Project 19160 - Skills Development and Employment Protection

		2. Project 19462 - PAREF II

		3. Project 19815 - PROSKID

		4. Project 19940 - Electricity Access Roll-out Programme (EARP)

		5. Project 23168/23214 - Support for land tenure regularisation

		6. Project 23743 - HIMO PDED II consolidation

		7. Project 24371/25542 - Infrastructure investments (in-depth evaluation)

		8. Project 24730 - Linking Farmers to Markets

		9. Project 24871 - Capacity Building for Food Security in Rwanda

		10. Project 25059 - Consolidation Marshlands (in-depth evaluation)

		11. Project 25195 - Participatory forest management (PAREF NL-2)

		12. Project 25454 - Cooperatives Support Programme

		13. Project 25457 - Access to Food for Young Children (in-depth evaluation)
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1.0 Introduction  
PwC Netherlands and the Amsterdam Institute for International Development (AIID) are carrying out an 
impact evaluation of the Dutch Food Security Programme in Rwanda, which is implemented through the 
Embassy of the Kingdom of the Netherlands (EKN) in Kigali.  


Food security is a priority in the Dutch development cooperation policy and was implemented as such in 2011. 
In the Multi Annual Strategic Plan of EKN the overall objective of the food security programme was described 
as follows: “more food and nutrition security in Rwanda”.  


To contribute to this objective, several intermediary outcomes were identified as relevant: post-harvest losses 
should be reduced, so that more food and food of better quality reaches the consumer (“more efficient 
markets”). Also, people who grow little or no food need income to buy it and vulnerable groups need enough 
nutrition (“better access to healthy food”). This is particularly challenging for the “growing number of landless 
Rwandans that cannot be fully absorbed by growth in the private sector”.  


It is expected that an improved enabling environment will lead to more and better organized agri-business, 
especially agro-processing, (commercial) storage and food-related trade. This will increase the likelihood that 
harvest reaches the consumer. Also, rural people with little or no access to land and unable to grow their own 
food will have more chance to find a job, gain an income and become food secure. Cooperatives of small farmers 
are part of the definition of agri-business. 


The food security programme of EKN Kigali is presented by the intervention logic as highlighted in the Analysis 
Plan for the end-line assessment of the programme. The intervention logic consists of 2 parts: 


1. Strengthening the agri-business sector: 
• Improved infrastructure in all segments of the food supply chain; 
• Strengthened capacity of all public and private actors involved in the food supply chain;  


2. Reducing chronic malnutrition in very young children. 


The Dutch food security programme for Rwanda consists of 15 separate projects. However, the programme 
aims to achieve 3 major outputs namely;  


• Improved infrastructure (roads, electricity, land) to produce, process, distribute and prepare food; 
• Strengthened capacity of government agencies, private sector, and discussion for a; 
• Increased access to healthy food for very young children. 


1.1 Preparation for the field visit and Focus group Discussions 
  
As part of the end line phase of the evaluation of the project, PwC Netherlands travelled to Rwanda to assess the 
development and results of the 15 projects. PwC Netherlands’ field visit took place between 2 and 10 March 
2016. PwC Netherlands interviewed all the project implementers of the 15 projects. In addition, PwC 
Netherlands organized focus group discussions (FGDs) for the three projects listed in table 1 below.  


In total 8 Focus Group Discussions were conducted. PwC Netherlands led the FGDs for the 2 projects below:  


• 25059 – Consolidation of Marshland Development 
• 25457 – Access to Food for Young Children. 


On the other hand, PwC Rwanda led 6 FGDs of the CATALIST2 project: 


• 24720 – CATALIST2. 


Also, PwC Rwanda assisted with facilitation and translation on the data collection for the 2 projects that PwC 
Netherlands led. The first FGDs for Catalist2 Muhanga District were conducted together by PwC Rwanda and 
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PwC Netherlands to be able to assist and give feedback where needed. The additional 5 FGDs for CATALIST-2 
were then conducted by PwC Rwanda. 


As indicted in table 1 below, PwC Rwanda provided assistance to the PwC Netherlands team on the following 
FGDs in Muhanga and Nyanza Districts:  


Table 1: Schedule Focus Group Discussions – locations and dates 


Project 
Number 


Implementing 
organization Project Title 


Number of 
Focus 
Group 


Discussion 


Location Date 


25059 Deutsche 
Welthungerhilfe 
e.V 
 


Consolidation of 
Marshland 
Development 


1 Muhanga 
district 


9 March 


25457 UNICEF 
Rwanda 
 
 


Access to Food 
for Young 
Children 


1 Muhanga 
district 


8 March 


24720 


CATALIST-2 
IFDC Rwanda 
 
 


Food Security: 
agribusiness 
cluster 
development, 
market 
integration and 
agricultural 
intensification 


6 
(3 per 


village) 


1. Muhanga 
district 
(Cyeza 
sector,  
Binunga 
village) 
 
2. Nyanza 
district 
(Busoro 
sector, 
Masangano 
village) 


7 March 
 
 
 
 
 
8 March 
 


 
 


1.2 Target groups involved in the FGDs 
The Focus Group Discussions included the following organisations and target groups for the selected projects as 
highlighted in table 2 below:  


Table 2: Schedule Focus Group Discussions – target groups and number of participants 


Project 
Numbe


r 


Implementing 
organization Project Title 


Target Group Number of 
Participants 


25059 Deutsche 
Welthungerhilfe e.V 
 


Consolidation of 
Marshland 
Development 


• Cooperative members 
(farmers) 


• Users of the erosion 
protected hillside and bench 
terrace 


5 cooperative 
members 
5 users 


25457 UNICEF Rwanda  Access to Food for 
Young Children 


Mothers with children under 
2 years: 
• whose children under 2 years are 


chronically malnourished 
• attend at least 4 ANC visits 


during their most recent 
pregnancy 


 


8 – 12 mothers 
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24720 


IFDC Rwanda, 
Ibakwe and Caritas 
 
 


CATALIST-2 
Food Security: 
agribusiness 
cluster 
development, 
market integration 
and agricultural 
intensification 


Per village: 
• FGD 1: male project 


participants only 
• FGD 2: female project 


participants only 
• FGD 3: non-participants, 


who either own no land of 
their own, or do own land 
(less than 2 hectares) on 
which they grow cassava 


 


8-12 participants per 
FGD 


 
 


1.3 General approach to the Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) 
 
The goal of the FGDs was to provide a better understanding of the information that is presented in the reports 
and also to test whether the findings resonate with the target groups of the selected projects. General issues that 
were addressed during the discussions included the following:   


• assessment of the theory of change (did the project contribute to improved food security?); 
• mapping of the observed results of the intervention on the direct target group (what was the impact 


of the project on the target group? Has their situation changed / improved?) ; 
• mapping of the effect of the intervention on the indirect target group (who else has been effected by the 


project (family members/ neighbors etc.) and in what way? And what was the impact of the project on 
the indirect beneficiaries?); 


• identification of external factors (what other factors influenced the project and in what way (lower 
food prices / weather etc.)?) 


1.4 Plan for the Focus Group Discussions 
 
Before the start each FGD, PwC staff would walk around the project location to have a better understanding of 
each project, the village and the impact of the project on the local people. In addition, the walk around helped 
the team to have an objective view on the impact of the project and made them not to be dependent on only the 
information that the project implementers and beneficiaries provided.  


For the 3 projects there was a formal moment to interview field staff members of each project to learn from 
them about the impact of the project on the target group and the community.  In the case of Consolidation of 
Marshlands and Access to Food for Young children, responsible staff members of the Muhanga district were 
also interviewed. The third stage involved a guided tour by the staff of the project implementers to give the team 
an opportunity to see the projects. In the case of the CATALIST-2 project, the team conducted brief interviews 
and guided tours prior to the start of the FGDs in the selected villages. The fourth stage was the actual Focus 
Group Discussion involving different categories of both project beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. 


 


 


  


1. Walk 
around the 


projects


2. Interviews 
with project 


staff


3. Guided 
tour by 


project staff 


4. Focus 
Group 


Discussions
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1.5 Characteristics Muhanga & Nyanza districts 
The Republic of Rwanda is located in Central East Africa, bordered by Uganda to the North, the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo to the West, Burundi to the South and Tanzania to the East. The capital of Rwanda is 
Kigali. The Fourth Rwanda Population and Housing Census (RPHC4) conducted in 2012 established the 
population of Rwanda to be at 10,515,973, of which 52% were women and 48% men. The population of Rwanda 
is still largely rural, with 83% living in rural areas. The majority of the population of Rwanda lives in private 
households with an average size of 4.3 persons. Households are a bit smaller in urban areas, with 4.0 persons. 
The population density in 2012 was 415 inhabitants per square kilometer. Compared to neighbouring countries: 
Burundi (333), Uganda (173) or Kenya (73), Rwanda is the highest densely populated county in the region. 
Agriculture is the main economic activity for the people of Rwanda, providing employment to about 86% of the 
total population. It contributes to 47% of Rwanda’s Domestic goods and exports. The total arable land is about 
1.4 million hectares, which is 52 % of the total surface area of the country. The country has about 165,000 ha of 
marshlands. 


Muhanga and Nyanza Districts are two of the 8 Districts of Southern Province in Rwanda. 


Muhanga District has 12 Sectors, 63 cells, and 331 villages it covers 647.7km2. The population of Muhanga 
District is 318,965 peoples, the households are 69 809, formed by Male 155,193 (49%) and Female 163,772 
(51%). The main economic activity in Muhanga is agriculture (78.5% of the active population) coupled with 
farmers livestock, where 76.9% of households raising livestock. The main crops include coffee, beans, sweet 
potatoes, cassava, maize, banana, soybeans, rice and potatoes. One part of Muhanga District is located in the 
"central plateau" of the country with topography of hills type. With high and low peaks, this part constitutes one 
of the best elements of the central "plateau" of the country. The other part of the District is on the high 
mountains of the Nile-Congo; it has peaks prancing beyond 2000 meters. The District is located in an area well-
watered, between 1100 mm and 1200 mm of altitude. This region enjoys a climate of four seasons of which two 
rainy seasons and two dry seasons: a short rainy season, which extends from October to December, a short dry 
season that runs from January to February, and a long rainy season from March to June and a long dry season 
from June to August or early September. The District has the following large rivers: Nyabarongo which makes 
the District hydrographical belt (it crosses six sectors) and collects alone more than 90% of runoff/small rivers; 
Its tributaries are Miguramo, Muhanga, Ururumanza, Sagarara, Kiryango, Base, Akabebya, Mukunguri and 
pours into Akanyaru. The majority of the population of Muhanga District are in agriculture coupled with 
farmer’s livestock.  


Nyanza District is made up of 10 Sectors which are subdivided into 51 Cells and 420 villages. The total 
population is 323,388 inhabitants (162 511 females and 160 877 males). Both Nyanza population density 
(481inh/Km2) and average population growth (3.7%) are above national averages which are respectively 
416/Km2 and 2.6%. Nyanza District is located in a wet tropical climate area. This area knows an alternation of 
two wet seasons and two dry seasons. The western and mountainous part of the District records relatively fresh 
temperatures and abundant rains compared to the low altitude eastern part whose annual average temperature 
is 20 C. The hydrographic network includes the most significant rivers of the country, namely the rivers 
Akanyaru and Mwogo. Nyanza District has a fertile soil especially in Mayaga area where developed the coffee, 
the cassava etc. The District has several marshland which yield rice and maize. The total area of exploitable 
marshlands is 10,920ha. Those resources host a high potential for increasing agricultural production and 
diversifying products. In Nyanza District 69% of all households own some type of livestock compared to 68% of 
all households in Rwanda. This shows that Nyanza District is above the national average in terms of households 
raising livestock. About 46% of the households in Nyanza District own cattle and some of them produce milk. 
There are three milk collection centers in the whole District which are located in three sectors (Rurangazi, 
Busoro and Muyira).  
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2.0 Interviews with project staff of Ibakwe, CRS and 
Welthungerhilfe  


 
During the field data collection exercise, information was collected on organisation details during the key 
informant interviews conducted with project staff of Ibakwe in Muhanga and Nyanza Districts, Welthungerhilfe 
in Muhanga District and Catholic Relief Services (CRS) in Muhanga District.  The following are the highlights of 
the information provided by the field staff from the two projects:  


 


2.1 IBAKWE – CATALIST-2 
 
Ibakwe is one of the three local Implementing Partner organisations that has been part of the CATALIST-2 
project that has been supporting farmers in Muhanga and Nyanza districts. In the figure below is the extension 
model that Ibakwe has been using to reach farmers from the district to the village/ cell level in the two districts: 


 


To ensure effective implementation and realization of the project objectives, Ibakwe used the farmer groups and 
peer-to-peer training approach with the District Field Coordinators doubling as Agronomists. The project also 
worked in close collaboration with the Ministry of Agriculture which functioned in elaborating policy. Local 
authorities were also involved in the project and more specifically in selecting farmer facilitators, coordinating 
preparation of land for planting and selecting model farm sites 


 
In the picture on the left, the Ibakwe Field 
Coordinator/ Agronomist (Jeannine Nyiramana –
green T-shirt) explains to the members of the 
Evaluation Team about the new cassava variety 
planted by farmers in Muhanga District 
 
 
 
 
 


DISTRICT LEVEL
Field Coordinator
(1 Agronomist)


SECTOR LEVEL
Farmer Leaders/Team Leader


(5  farmers)


VILLAGE/CELL LEVEL
farner Facilitator


(90 farmers)


FARMER GROUPS
(2,727 farmers)
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According to the Field Coordinators, the farmer group and peer-to-peer training approach adopted by the 
project had the following strengths: 
 
The famers’ leaders and facilitators reached several farmers at the same time with minimal resources, farmers 
reduced the work load of introducing new farming methods by sharing labour, several farmers shared farm 
implements/planting materials, peers taught and supported each other. The group approach also provided the 
opportunity to strengthen social ties and allowed members to share ideas, insights and experiences.  
 
The training approach applied Demonstrations Plots/ Model sites and Farmer Field Schools (FFS) - 
Demonstrations plots were used to show the farmers the benefits of using Integrated Soil Fertility Management 
(ISFM) techniques in farming as opposed to conventional Farmer practice methods of farming. The 
demonstration plots were powerful tools in persuading farmers to adopt ISFM since the farmers witnessed how 
the yield had drastically increased with the use of ISFM. This was very successful because many farmers 
adopted the farming techniques promoted by the project and started focusing more on cassava. 
 
Farmer field days and fairs were organized every planting season. These events provided the project with 
opportunities to reach as many farmers as possible with improved agricultural practices. Farmers were 
presented with opportunities to assess newly introduced agricultural technologies. Financing institutions were 
also invited to participate in the field days. 
 
The project linked farmer to suppliers of farming implements and resources such as suppliers of chemical 
fertilizers, cuttings, pesticides, tools among other supplies and agricultural inputs. Other interventions by the 
project included provision of cassava cuttings to farmers, provision of farming tools and implements that 
included watering cans, hoes and knapsack sprayers for applying pesticides. 
 
Benefits 


• Farmers reported increased farm production as a result of the project interventions. It was reported that as 
a result of the project, farmers had more than tripled their production. 
 


• As a result of increased farm yields, farmers had adequate subsistence food and sold the excess. By this they 
had improved the household income which enabled many families to meet other family needs such as 
paying school fees, paying for their health insurance, buying cattle, staring other income generating 
activities etc. 
 


• Farmers reported that they had started saving and banks were having business as a result of the same. 
 


• The project had created many jobs including business to a cassava processing plant that was almost closing 
down due to insufficient volumes to process. 
 


• Many farmers acquired financial literacy. 
 


Challenges 


• There was an outbreak of Cassava Brown Streak Disease (CBSD) which resulted in great farm losses in 
cassava. The disease being viral could not be managed and the only option was to bring in new cassava 
variety which could resist the virus. The new cassava variety from Uganda was still under trial in the model 
farms and how it performs in the districts will be determined after observing for several seasons. 
 


• As a result of the losses occasioned by CBSD, some farmers who had taken loans with the expectation of 
paying back with proceeds from sale of their farm produce struggled to pay their loans. 
 


• The supply of cassava cuttings did not meet the demand. Many farmers did not get adequate cuttings to 
plant since it was reported that the sites for multiplying the cassava cuttings were not many. 
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• Despite Farmers facilitator willingness to train other farmers, it was observed that they were not very 
motivated to do so and prioritized their own activities other the project activities because they were working 
as volunteers. 


2.2 Welthungerhilfe – Consolidation of Marshland Development 
 
The Consolidation of Marshland Development Program implemented by Welthungerhilfe started in 2004 and 
has been implemented for 10 years. It is relevant because at the time it began, the following issues had been 
identified which were negatively affecting the communities around the marshlands: 


1. Flooding was very common in Marshlands and damaged many crops. Potatoes were the most preferred 
crops grown in the marshland and were mostly affected by the flooding. 
 


2. Land for cultivation was not adequate and yet there were marshlands that were not adequately 
exploited. 
 


3. There was a lot of soil erosion since many farmers did not utilize any soil conservation measures in 
their farms. 
 


4. Effects of climate warming were beginning to be felt by farmers as raining patterns began to change. 
 


5. There was a lot of cutting down of trees and other vegetation. This was further compounding soil 
degradation as many acres of land were left bare leading to loss of soil and nutrient s from the soils. 
 


6. Poverty was rampant as a result of reduced food production by farmers which is their main source of 
livelihood. 


It was against this background that the project was designed to address the issues listed above with the aim of 
establishing a system of resource utilization in a sustainable way mainly in the Marshlands in Muhanga District. 


Part of the Rugeramigozi II Water Dam 
(part of the Marshland Consolidation 
Development Project) 


 


 


 


 


 


 
A female farmer working in her rice 
field/ garden which is a part of the 
Rugeramigozi Marshland Consolidation 
Development Project 
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Some of key components of the project were capacity building, provision of inputs and raising gender 
awareness. 


• Under capacity building, several groups were formed including Water User Organizations, Cooperatives, 
Women groups and hillside associations. They were further trained on group management, by-laws and 
given relevant technical training on farming. In addition, they were given incentives such as farming tools 
(e.g. wheelbarrows) and animals (e.g. pigs, goats). 
 


• The project encouraged farmers to construct anti-erosion trenches and terraces on hill-sides which resulted 
in over 1,000 hectares protected. The farmers were urged to plant trees and shrubs which further helped in 
soil conservation. The project helped with the development of the marshlands and introduced 
intensification in the growing of maize, beans, rice and potatoes.  


 
As the project progressed, rice became the most preferred crop grown in the marshland as a result of the 
project which was promoting its adoption. As the production of rice increased, the need for adding value to 
the crop was high which resulted in a Public Private Partnership by the Government and the farmers to put 
up a rice milling factory in the area with the Government contributing 60% and the farmers 40% of the 
cost. 
 


• Another activity undertaken by the project was the construction and rehabilitation of feeder roads within 
the farming communities.  


 
Achievements: 


 
1. The project helped establish 12 farmer cooperatives and 6 Water Users Organizations. These 


organizations have legal status and are running. In essence, the design of the project ensured there was 
sustainability as farmers continue to enjoy the benefits of the project after project closure. The Water 
User Organizations are able to finance repairs  
 


2. There is over 600 hectares of land under rice cultivation. The average productivity of rice was improved 
to 4-5 tonnes/ha/season. 
 


3. Farmers now produce sufficient food for subsistence and for sale. This has improved food security of 
the people as well as increased their incomes. This has consequently improved the standards of living 
for the farmers. 
 


4. An unexpected outcome of the project is fish farming which has been carried out in the dams. The 
farmer groups introduced fingerlings in the dam for the group. The proceeds from sale of fish are put in 
the group’s account which is used for care and maintenance of the group’s resources. 


 


Interview with Muhanga District Agronomist 


Name of agronomist – Damien Felix – sector agronomist (represented the district agronomist who was not 
available)  


In the period before the project by Welthungerhilfe, the communities around Muhanga district used to grow 
potatoes and different crops including beans, soya and local maize varieties as their main crops. When 
Welthungerhilfe came to the area, it promoted the growing of rice because from its assessment, the area was 
conducive for the production of rice because of its valleys and marshlands. Also, rice fetched better income in 
the market compared to the crops they were growing and could be grown in two season in a year, where it 
previously used to be once a year. The project provided numerous trainings on rice farming and worked with 
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the farmers to consolidate the marshlands. Part of the activities that the project carried out included taking 
farmers and some of their leaders to other provinces on educational trips where they learned from other 
farmers who were already producing rice. 


As the farmers began growing rice, the first two years were not very productive owing to a number of things: 


- The farmers were still learning how to grow rice 
- The marshlands were not yet well consolidated. The agronomist stated that it usually takes almost six 


(6) seasons or three years of growing rice for the production to increase to an optimum level. 
- Only some farmers did have fertilizers 


In the first year, the average production was at 2.5 tonnes/hectare but had since improved to 3.8 
tonnes/hectare per season. The project aims at reaching 6.0 tonnes/hectare per season in the coming years.  


The project was not only teaching farmers how to grow rice, but was also promoting appropriate farming 
techniques for growing maize and beans on the hillsides along the valleys. The project chose to focus on maize 
and beans as these are the crops prioritized for production in Muhanga district. The farmers were taught and 
guided in constructing soil conservation structures to address the problem of erosion in the area. The focus was 
mostly on the use of terraces which covered an approximated area of 40 hectares. In the first year, the 
production of maize and beans was not very good because the soil had been destabilized but after it stabilized, 
the production improved to 4.2 ton/ha up from 3.5 ton/ha 


Role of the District Office 


The agronomist reported that the District had a role of ensuring sustainability of the infrastructure in the 
marshlands. The District monitors cooperatives to ensure that they perform their functions as expected. It was 
reported that the maintenance of the infrastructure function was done in collaboration with farmers, the district 
and Welthungerhilfe. In addition, the district and the farmers through their own initiative without 
Welthungerhilfe involvement were growing more agro-forestry trees. Already they had planted 15, 482 trees in 1 
sector out of three (3) sectors. The motivation to grow such trees was informed by the need to: 


- Protect soil from erosion 
- Protect crops that are being grown – part of the trees were growing alongside beans 


Benefits 


It was reported that the project improved subsistence farming. Part of the rice production was taken home to 
feed the families while another part was sold to the market through the cooperative. The farmers would then 
plough back part of this income into rice production and save the other part. 


For maize, all the produce was taken to the cooperative which sold it to the suppliers on behalf of the farmers 
who would then sell to the market. The proceeds from the sale would then be paid to farmers and a portion of it 
allocated to the cooperatives for running its activities. For beans, farmers took all the production for use at the 
household level. 


According to the agronomist, Welthungerhilfe had achieved its goal by 100% that of increasing production 
among the farmers. Before the project, potatoes were the main crops produced and did not have a ready market 
where they could be sold but with rice, the farmers got a ready market and as a result their incomes improved. 
The marshlands were also consolidated and put into productive use. 


Water Users Organizations 


Rice needs water from the beginning up to the end i.e. from when it is grown until it is ready for harvest. It 
therefore beckons, the need to ensure water is managed properly to ensure that the crop does not lack water at 
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any stage that it requires. This was the reason that Water User Organizations were formed. The WUOs control 
the use of the dam water and ensure the dam infrastructure is maintained. The WUOs were working closely 
with the Cooperatives. The cooperatives allocated part of the farmers’ incomes to WUOs to facilitate them in 
performing their functions. The WUOs have staff that they have employed who oversee irrigation and 
maintenance of the irrigation infrastructure.  


Job Creation 


As a result of the project, a number of jobs were created and income generated. These include: 


- Rice production – 2 seasons per year. The average income varied from farmer to farmer depending on 
the size of land and the productivity. On average, each farmer got RwF 80,000 per season after the 
cooperatives deductions. 


- Cooperatives were paid by farmers 
- WUOs were being paid by cooperatives 
- Other income: tourism  - people take picture during weddings and pay RwF 10,000 
- The WUOs also explored avenues for income generation on behalf of the farmers. In one of the dams, 


an entrepreneur had leased the dam water to do fish farming from which he paid the farmers. 


Women Involvement 


There were more women participants in the project than men. In 2015, there were 400 women compared to 
360 men. The women were involved in most of the farming activities including land preparation, crops 
husbandry, harvesting and post harvesting handling.  


Sustainability 


The project benefits accruing from the project are bound to continue to past the project period. This can be 
supported by the following points. That: 


- Farmers are very motivated to go to the valley to cultivate, this means they have ownership of the 
project and will continue to farm after Welthungerhilfe has left the project area. 


- The farmers learned a lot during the project period through educational trips and other learning 
methods which impacted their attitudes and practice in farming from land preparation to post harvest 
handling and storage. 


- Administrators and others in leadership understand the importance of farming and are motivated to 
grow rice even as they motivate the farmers. District staff went for field studies with WHH to learn how 
farming was practiced in other areas. 


- The Sector agronomist and sector cooperatives are in-charge of monitoring the development and these 
will continue to support the farmers.  


- Welthungerhilfe put some additional money in this project to work with a local NGO (Duhamic Adri) in 
order  to help the farmers achieve their new target of 7 ton/ha. 


- In addition, a local NGO (Duhamic Adri) in the area has taken up to continue with activities which 
build on what WHH had started. The NGO has been reiterating the need to protect the dam water, the 
dam infrastructure, use the water in a responsible way and has also taught farmers how to locally make 
fertilizers. 
 


Food security 


The food security situation has improved as a result of the project. Before the project was initiated, the farmers 
were mainly growing potatoes. The production of these potatoes was in excess because everybody in the area 
was growing potatoes and as a result did not have a market. Therefore, the farmers did not have adequate 
income to take care of their food needs. However, as a result of the improvement in farming of rice, maize and 
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beans, the farmers have increased farm yields and consequently increase in incomes which meant they could 
afford other foods that they did not produce such as vegetables and meat. 


Challenges 


According to the district agronomist the project did not face many challenges. However, there were farmers 
who did not understand the value of collective bargaining and were hesitant to sell their produce through the 
cooperatives. Instead, some of them opted to take the whole production home for themselves, for consumption 
and also sell by themselves. The cooperatives engaged them in different ways to change their minds and allow 
the cooperative to sell on their behalf the farm produce. As an extra action, the cooperative assigned day and 
night guards in the consolidated marshlands to inhibit farmers from taking their harvests at home. 


 


Recommendations  


The agronomist pointed out the following improvements for future programming. 


- Dam protection. The dams were not secured to prevent unauthorized access by people and livestock. 
Without perimeter fences, the dams posed a hazard especially to young children. In future, dams 
should be well protected. 


- Storage of produce. The project did not have adequate storage facilities for the produce without which 
the farmers faced a risk of losing their produce to poor handling of the produce. Although the project 
provided drying areas for the produce, these were not sufficient and in future more facilities should be 
provided. 
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2.3 CRS-Rwanda – Access to food for young children 
 


About the Project 


This section of the report captures the discussions the evaluation team had with a team of five staff members 
comprising the Catholic Relief Services EKN Project Director, the Director of Caritas/Kabgayi, EKN Project 
Coordinator, EKN Project Nutritionist and the EKN Project Agronomist.    


According to the staff the Catholic Relief Services (CRS) is supporting the government’s efforts to reduce 
malnutrition in the first 1,000 days of a baby’s life through this project. The project targets pregnant women, 
lactating women and children under the age of two. CRS targets 331 villages, where 20 to 30 people are 
involved per village. The target group involves 9,930 households. CRS is contributing to the reduction of 
stunting rates of children under five years in Rwanda from 44% in 2010 to 24.5% by 2017 by supporting the 
implementation of the Karongi and Muhanga districts’ plan to eliminate malnutrition. From the Integrated 
Household Living Conditions Survey 2014/2015 “overall stunting dropped from 44.2% to 37.9% between 2010 
and 2013/14”. 


CRS Rwanda implements multisector community-based nutrition-specific and nutrition-sensitive interventions 
through a combination of 4 strategies, namely: 


1. An integrated approach  


This is implemented through village nutrition schools (VNS) which is aimed at promoting improved nutrition 
and hygiene at community and household level. Through this interview, we learnt that this approach combines: 


- Nutrition Education: This is mainly education on nutrition, health and sanitation, cooking 
demonstration sessions, recuperative feeding and growth monitoring of beneficiary children under 2 
years as well as sensitization sessions on the nutritional needs of pregnant and lactating mothers. 


- Ante-natal Sensitization – The project taught the importance of antenatal care and more specifically 
urged pregnant women to attend antenatal clinic at least four times before the birth of their babies. It 
also stressed the need for male involvement. In the CRS operated ante-natal clinics, women who came 
with their male counterparts were given priority in being attended to. 


- Saving/lending activities which the beneficiaries entirely own. They raise a base amount that is 
supposed to be contributed by each one of them. They then use these savings to lend money to each 
other to use it to buy livestock, farming, school fees, in case of illness of for social events. The loans 
advance to members are paid back with no interest. 


- Improved household agriculture techniques where beneficiaries are taught better and improved ways of 
farming, which also includes and not limited to use of fertilizers in their farms as well as promoting the 
planting of vegetables and fruits. 
 


2. Building strong, healthy communities 


The village nutrition schools through the local structures and in collaboration with district authorities, also 
yields social benefits. As they work together through nutrition groups, and bio-intensive agriculture groups 
promoting improved nutrition, community members improve their sense of community and collective efficacy. 


3. Strengthening nutrition systems and structures 


CRS and partner staff from Caritas strengthen the capacity of health care providers and also strengthen their 
connections to community groups through trainings, dissemination of sensitization materials and support of 
health centre staff in various activities including nutrition assessments and joint counselling. The project also 
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helps strengthen the capacity of district staff to manage multisector interventions towards achieving national 
objectives on the eradication of malnutrition. 


4. Nutrition as an integrated approach 


The integrated services provided by CRS and partners work alongside agricultural and economic strengthening 
activities by: 


- Promoting food security through Farmer Field Learning School (FFLS) and Bio-Intensive Agriculture 
Techniques. 


- Promoting economic resilience by a sustainable, grassroots microfinance through saving and internal 
Lending Groups that build upon and reinforce social bonds among community members. 


CHALLENGES FACED IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROJECT 


 


• Malnutrition is not visible from the outside, which makes it difficult to identify it. That is why 
community workers measure it monthly. 


• The project focuses on reducing stunting, while the EKN project description is focusing on reducing 
severe malnutrition. For CRS malnutrition is part of the reduction of stunting. Stunting is a form of 
malnutrition that cannot be easily reduced, it takes time to reduce stunting and this needs medical 
treatment. It is a process to realize behavioural change. 


SUSTAINABILITY 


The experience CRS has from this project as well as other similar projects it has implemented have shown 
that the approach it uses to fight malnutrition provide an entry point for other interventions geared towards 
eliminating malnutrition. Therefore, it is committed to continue expanding its integrated approach to 
promote healthy families and communities. 


Interview with Muhanga District Staff - Sosthene UMUTONIWASE KAMANA, Health promotion 
and disease prevention officer 


The District of Muhanga implements Malnutrition elimination projects in line with the country national policy.  
Players that are supporting the district to eliminate malnutrition are Caritas, UNICEF,CRS and EKN. 


These partners work hand in hand with the district by training the district health officer, the person in charge of 
social development at the sector level, the community health workers and agriculture promoters at the village 
level the different aspects of fighting/elimination of malnutrition. These officers then go back to the district, 
sector and villages and train the beneficiaries the same aspects. 


Activities involved in the Malnutrition elimination at the district include; 


1. Growth monitoring for all children below 5 years by the community health workers. 
2. Farmer Field Schools for pregnant and lactating women in the 1,000 days plus program which is 


mainly run by Caritas and CRS. 
3. Sensitization of communities to join saving and lending groups. 


As a way of monitoring and follow up of these activities, the districts holds monthly meetings with district 
officers in charge of health at both sector and cell levels to track the progress of the different activities. These 
meeting are fully supported by the partners mentioned above. 
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In terms of sustainability, volunteers from different sectors and villages within Muhanga are being trained 
about all aspects of malnutrition elimination and the plan is that in case the EKN project stops, these volunteers 
are equipped enough to train other people in their respective villages and cells. 


 


2.4 Observations 
One of the techniques used for the evaluation was observation. The evaluation team conducted guided tours by 
project staff and walked around the project sites. The following are the observations made by the team per 
project. 


CATALIST-2 


The evaluation team visited the Muhanga Model Farm and saw the demonstrations the project was making. At 
the model farm there were different sections that had crops planted using conventional farming methods and 
other sections that had employed the Integrated Soil Fertility Management (ISFM) methods promoted by the 
project. The differences between the sections using ISFM with and those that use conventional farming 
practices was quite observable. Cassava and maize grown using ISFM looked healthier, had greener leaves, 
maize had larger maize cobs, the plants were larger and had wider stems compared to those grown the 
conventional way (see picture below).  The differences could be attributed to the improved farming techniques 
from which the individual farmers could learn and adopt in their own farms. On one section of the farm were 
banana plants that were looking healthy. 


The evaluation team was not able to visit any farms in Nyanza due to the rains which continued to pour for the 
entire period the team was in Nyanza. Further, the rains rendered the roads to the farms inaccessible as they 
were muddy. However, the farms that the team saw on the way to Nyanza were not very different from the ones 
they saw in Muhanga. It was observed by the evaluation team along the main road to Nyanza that farmers in 
Nyanza planted rice, maize, cassava, bananas and rice among other crops. 


 Model farm Muhanga district with maize, 
on the left with ISFM, on the right without 
ISFM techniques. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Consolidation of Marshlands 


The evaluation team visited two consolidated marshlands in Muhanga in the morning and in the afternoon. It 
was observed that there were many people working on the rice puddles in the morning than in the afternoon. 
The majority were women. On the lands adjacent to the marshlands, there were observable soil and water 
conservation activities taking place that included terraces and agro-forestry. Different tree species with a 
majority of grevillea trees were planted on the edges of the terraces to hold the soil firmly in place. On the 
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terraces the farmers had grown maize and beans and other legumes.  On the upper sides of the consolidated 
marshlands were dams. The dams were large enough to supply water downstream throughout the year. The 
water gates and channels for distributing water looked well maintained. However, it was noted that the fence 
around the dam embankment was missing and only metal pipes stood as evidence of there having been a fence. 
People and animals access to the dam was therefore not well controlled. 


One of the project interventions was to rehabilitate feeder roads around the project areas. The feeder roads that 
the evaluation team used were not tarmacked and showed signs of surface water run-offs that had resulted in 
small galleys that made the road a bit bumpy in some sections. This is a common problem with dry-weather-
only roads during the rainy season.  


 


Access to food for young children 


The team that visited this project did not have a chance to tour the field and see how the group members were 
doing their farming activities due to strong rain. However, during the interaction with the women before the 
start of the FGD, a few observations were made. One such observation was that although the women said that 
malnutrition was no longer a problem, their children looked a bit malnourished. According to the evaluation 
team that was with this group of mothers, there was need for more interventions to assist them curb 
malnutrition. 
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3.0 Focus Group Discussions Data  
 
Focus Group Discussions data in Muhanga and Nyanza Districts was collected from the groups of men alone, 
women alone, men and women together, as well from groups of men and women who did not participate in the 
project in both districts.  Below are the findings from the FGDs for the various categories of project 
beneficiaries (participants) and non-participants in the CATALIST2 and other projects. 
 


3.1 CATALIST-2 - Muhanga District Project Participants – Men Focus 
Group Discussion 


 
Introduction 


The focus group discussion conducted on the 7th March 2016 at ADC Church, in Cyeza Sector, Binuga village in 
Muhanga District. The FGD targeted men who had benefitted from the interventions implemented through the 
CATALIST2 Programme through Ibakwe, a local Rwanda based organization.  
 


 
The focus group discussion sought to 
generate qualitative data from the male 
participants with regard to their 
involvement in the project. Information 
was also sought on the benefits derived 
by the men from the project, their 
opinions on project implementation, 
sustainability of the project and how 
similar future projects can be improved.  
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
FGD Participants Information 


As indicated in the table below, the FGD involved 10 male beneficiaries selected from among the cooperatives 
benefitting from the project in Cyeza Sector in Muhanga District: 
 


Project Name CATALIST-2 


District  Muhanga 


Sector Cyeza 


Village Binunga 


Venue of FGD ADC Church 


Number of FGD participants 10 


Gender Male 10 


  Female 0 


Occupation All are farmers 


Average Household Size 8 


Average number of children per household 3.3 
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Average number of Women per household 11 


Average number of girls per household 2.3 


Average size of land per household 2.3 hectares 


Average size of land under crops per 
household 


1.4 hectares 


Crops grown starting with most popular Cassava 


Maize 


Beans 


Domestic Animals 
kept 


Cows  8/10 


Pigs 9/10 


Goats  1/10 


Chicken 3/10 


 
 
Findings from FGD  


The main goal of the project according to the men in the FGD was to assist farmers get out of poverty by 
assisting them to increase their farm production. They all confirmed their participation in the project activities 
and more specifically in trainings giving the following as the key topics taught: 


• Land preparation 
• Crop rotation 
• Use of improved seeds 
• Use of fertilizers 
• Use of pesticides 


They were provided with farming tools but said the tools were not enough for everyone and were mostly given 
to team leaders. These included watering cans, hoes and knapsack sprayers. 
 
The farmers said that they had put into use the skills acquired through Ibakwe. They felt that they were more 
food secure as a result of the project which had taught them better farming methods which had greatly 
increased their farms productivity. The increased production had also led to increased incomes for the families 
enabling them to cater for other family needs such as buying clothes, paying school fees, buying food that they 
did not produce, buying or leasing more land for agriculture, buying bicycles, had connected water and 
electricity in their homes among others. 
 
The farmers reported that it was common for people in the area to have only two meals a day but children had 
three meals. The FGD participants mentioned that this is now slowly changing as a result because they are now 
able to produce enough food. 
 
They said that their neighbours and friends had indirectly benefitted for the project as they shared some of the 
seeds and cuttings issued by the project. They said it was important to share with their neighbours because if 
their neighbours continued planting poor varieties of crops, they were prone to get diseases which could easily 
spread to their farms. 
 
They felt that the project had positively impacted their lives and that their families were living better lives 
compared to the period before the project. They further recommended that the project be replicated in other 
regions so that other people can benefit the way they had benefited in that the 4 years the project was in their 
area.   
 
Challenges 
Below are main challenges that the farmers who participated in the CATALIST2 project mentioned: 


                                                             
1 The one woman per household in this case was understood by the respondents to mean the “woman of the 
home” meaning the wife or wives 
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1. The Cassava Brown Streak Disease CBSD) had negatively reduced their food production. The disease 
affected the tuber, the stems and the leaves. The tubers were particularly damaged with some cases 
resulting in tuber rot of the whole root system. The project had made effort to overcome this challenge by 
introducing a different cassava variety from Uganda which was claimed to be resistant to the virus causing 
CBSD. As at the time of the evaluation, the project was testing the new cassava variety in the model farms to 
gauge its performance. 


2. The weather was unpredictable as rains became intermittent. Although the overall land production in the 
land had increased, the farmers felt it would have even been higher were rains more reliable. 


3. The farmers felt that it would be difficult for them to access improved seeds and cuttings without the 
assistance of the project. 


4. Loan payment was difficult for farmers who had lost most of their crop to CBSD. 


Details Posters 


 


Summary Interpretation of Table Above 
The men said they use agro-inputs for the following reasons: 
-For maximum benefit out of the land 
-To fight pests that attack crops 
-To benefit more from the small pieces of land they own. 
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From the FGD with the male farmers, the main reasons for using agro-inputs include the following:  


• Climatic changes which have reduced the rainy seasons for instance from two to one. It was noted that 
sometimes the rains even fall for a very short period of time e.g. one month instead of 3-4 months as it used 
to be in the past.  


 
• Fighting against diseases was also cited as the reason for using pesticides. Diseases such as the Cassava 


Brown Streak Disease have negatively affected the farmers’ produce. For example in 2014, the farmers lost 
most of the cassava crops to this disease. They are now trying to control it by introducing more disease-
resistant varieties which are changed every after 4-5 years. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


• The farmers also cited the challenge of small sizes of land as a key reason for using agro-inputs. The need to 
increase yields per acreage is what is driving the farmers to apply fertilizers and use the pesticides so as to 
increase production. 


“In 2014, our cassava garden was attacked by a strange 
disease which almost finished off the whole garden and we 
did not harvest enough for our use and for sale to other 
people” FGD Men, Cyeza Sector, Muhanga District 
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Summary Interpretation of Table Above 
Reduced Sales 
-The last year (Fifth year) didn’t have a lot of harvest so used most of the produce for own 
consumption. 
Increased Sales 
-We needed money for school fees and selling what we have harvested is the only way we get that 
money 
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The farmers who participated in this FGD were also able to point out the reasons for an increase with regard to 
their ability to sell a part of the produce from their gardens:  


• The farmers pointed out that the traditional methods of farming were no longer profitable for them as 
the yields would be very low to allow for any surplus for sale to generate household income. 


 
• The farmers also noted that crops such as cassava grow faster when compared to the other traditional 


cash crops such as coffee. Therefore they now prefer to grow cassava which matures faster for them to 
have something to sell on the market on a more regular basis.  


 
• The need to generate money to be able to pay for the children’s school fees was noted as one of the 


driving factors for selling the extra produce from cassava and other crops grown by the farmers who 
participated in this FGD and the CATALIST-2 project in Muhanga district. 
 


• It was also noted that the demand for food has tremendously increased in Rwanda as a result of 
population growth. This therefore calls for higher yielding crops which can produce enough food for 
home consumption and sale of the surplus to those who need the food. 


Project Effectiveness 


According to feedback from the 10 farmers who participated in this FGD, the effectiveness of the CATALIST2 
programme is reflected in the following: 


• Increased use of modern farming methods including knowledge and skills in controlling diseases and 
soil erosion; 
 


• Increase in agricultural yields due to increased use of agro-inputs (chemical fertilizers/ manual 
fertilizers, pesticides, improved seeds) which are coupled with improved/ better farming methods; 
 


• Improvement/ increment in household incomes as a result of the farmers being able to sell the extra 
produce to generate income; 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


• Farmers noted that they now have ability to meet their basic household needs such as paying for 
utilities e.g. mutualle de sante (health insurance), buying household needs, paying school fee for 
their children and being able to afford better feeding; 
 


• Food security was also mentioned as one of the ways the project has been effective in the sense that the 
farmers/ households are now food secure unlike before the project; 
 


• Acquisition of additional assets. Half of farmers in this FGD (5/10) reported that they have been able to 
acquire additional assets which they did not have before the project. Some of the farmers have bought 
animals such as cows, goats, pigs, chicken which they sell to supplement their incomes. Other farmers 
noted that they have been able to buy pieces of land, bicycles, motor cycles and roofing materials such 
as iron sheets for their houses; and, 
 


• Capacity building was also mentioned as one of the key areas in which the project has been effective as 
the farmers have been equipped with knowledge and skills in modern farming, using small pieces of 
land to generate more yields, how to control diseases, and how to use fertilizers to increase yields 
among other skill areas.   


“Before the project came to help us, my annual income used 
to be RwF 70,000 but now it has increased to RwF 200,000” 
Farmer, FGD Male Beneficiaries, Cyeza Sector, 
Muhanga District 
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As indicated above, all the farmers (10/10) acknowledged that the project has impacted their livelihoods 
positively.  


Sustainability of the Programme 


The farmers who participated in the FGD were asked about the issue of sustainability of the progamme. All the 
participants responded that sustainability of the programme was possible because the farmers felt that they had 
been equipped with knowledge and skills that they could continue to use even beyond the project period. 
 
The farmers specifically mentioned the following as some of the sustainability measures they are adopting: 
 


• The strategy of using improved seeds from the harvest from season A for season B.  The farmers are 
using the strategy of conserving the improved seeds so that they can be used over time even after 
project has stopped; 


 
• They noted that the changes to agricultural production are sustainable because the project has helped 


to learn how to utilize fertilizers to preserve the fertility of the lands for future production;  
 


• The farmers have also been equipped with skills on how to conserve land on the hill-sides by building 
terraces to contain soil erosion. They are planting trees on the hill-sides which have the capacity to 
grow with crops; 
 


• The farmers also pointed that they have been taught how to generate enough manual fertilizers which 
can be used especially by those who are not able to afford the chemical fertilizers; and, 


 
• The farmers have also adopted a strategy of sharing some of the improved seeds with other farmers 


who are non-participants in the project. This was particularly cited as a way of fighting diseases which 
otherwise would come from crops of the non-participants that have gardens adjacent to those of the 
project beneficiaries. They noted that this is a good way to prevent disease from attacking their plants. 


Unplanned positive or negative effects of the programme 


From the FGD for men at Binuga village, Cyeza Sector in Muhanga District, all the participants (10/10) noted 
that the one unplanned positive aspect of the programme is that it has facilitated the farmers to come together 
into cooperatives which have enabled them to have a voice that helps them to collectively bargain for better 
prices and to market their agricultural produce. 


 


 


 


 
As reflected in the comment above, the farmers’ cooperatives have helped to empower the farmers in the way 
they deal with the traders who buy their produce.   


  


“Before I joined this group and the project, the people buying 
our crops would pay us low prices. Now our Chairman and 
the members negotiate for prices for us” Participant Male 
FGD, Muhanga District 
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3.2 CATALIST-2 – Muhanga District Project Participants – Women 
FGD 


Introduction 


 
On the 7th March, 2016, a second FGD was 
conducted at ADC Church in Cyeza Sector, 
Muhanga District. This FGD involved 
women who had benefitted from the 
interventions of the CATALIST-2 
Programme through Ibakwe. This FGD 
also sought to obtain qualitative 
information from the female participants. 
Information was sought from them with 
regard to their involvement in the project, 
the achievements/ benefits realised from 
the project, its implementation and how 
they thought the project could be made 
sustainable as well as ways to improve 


future similar projects.  


FGD Participants Information 


This FGD included 16 women who were selected from among the female beneficiaries of the project in Cyeza 
and in the table below is the detailed information on the female FGD participants at Binuga village: 


Project Name CATALIST-2 


District  Muhanga 


Sector Cyeza 


Village Binunga 


Venue of FGD ADPR Church 


Number of FGD participants 16 


Gender Male 0 


Female 16 


Occupation All are farmers 


Average Household Size 5.9 


Average number of children per household 2.7 


Average number of Women per household 1 


Average number of girls per household 2.3 


Average size of land per household 1.2 hectares 


Average size of land under crops per 
household 


1 hectares 


Crops grown starting with most popular Cassava 


Maize 


Beans 


Soya 


Rice 


Domestic Pigs 3/16 
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Animals kept Cows 8/16 


Chicken 7/16 


Goats 4/16 


 


Findings from FGD 


With regard to knowledge of the project and its interventions, all the participants (16/16) knew about the 
CATALIST-2 programme. They mentioned that Ibakwe field staff (CATALIST-2) came to the village, enrolled 
them and taught them a lot of things that included but not limited to: 
 
• Techniques of how to use a small piece of land to grow and harvest more produce 
• How to get loans from financial institutions for purposes of expanding their farms. 
• How to use improved seeds as well as different kinds of fertilizers depending on the crops and the types of 


land the farmers were using. 
• Ibakwe also put these farmers in touch with chains of markets where they sell their produce. 
• They were taught how to fight different crop diseases with locally manufactured pesticides. 
• Taught them how to prepare the land after the harvest to ensure that the land was ready for planting before 


the onset of the next rain y season. 
 
They also noted that the Ibakwe staff followed them up to see how their farms are progressing and to also find 
out if any of the participants is facing any kinds of challenges. 
 
Experience with the project 
 
The women reported that they had learnt a lot through the project. They made friends with their farmers who 
have participated in the project and that this improved their social lives. 
 
It was noted that before the project, access to enough food in this area was a problem. The women noted that 
with the unpredictable seasonal changes, they were always uncertain of how much produce they would harvest, 
but because of the different modern farming techniques they have learnt during the Catalist2 project, they are 
now able to get more food, not enough but at least more than what they used to harvest without the project’s 
interventions. 
 
They also mentioned that their participation in the project has given them more information and courage to 
obtain loans from the banks. When they get these loans they use some of the money to rent fields and grow 
more crops. Most of the farmers in this group said they do not own more than 3 hectares of land, so this money 
helps them rent more land. After the harvest, they use part of the harvest for home consumption and sell extra 
produce. Part of this money is used to pay back loans and also help cater for different other household needs.  
 
Participation in project 
 
The FGD participants had positive feedback about their participation in the project which included the 
following: 
 
• The women have been able to start farming for both home consumption and for sale which has led to an 


increase in their household incomes;  
 


• The women in this FGD also noted that this project made them more independent of their husbands since 
they can now keep their own money to cater for their needs and those of the family. This was not the case 
before the project started; 
 


• The women also reported that they can now afford to pay for their children’s school fees. They said they do 
this sometimes through the loans they acquire from the financial institutions in case they have not yet 
harvested or from the sale of their produce.  
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Impact on the livelihood  
 
When asked what impact the project had in their lives, the women had the following comments: 


• The project had greatly increased their yields to a level where they had enough food for subsistence and 
excess for sale which resulted in increased household income. 


• The women said that that they now had more income at their disposal which they did not have in the 
period prior to the project and as a result were now more independent of their husbands in meeting 
household needs. 


• They were now able to access loans from financial institutions which helped them meet additional 
farming and household needs such as payment of school fees for their children. 


• Socially, the women had made many friends in the group. They said this was very important to them as 
it allowed them to talk about and address women issues among themselves.  


 


Details Posters 


The information captured from the women who have benefited from the project in Muhanga District as 
indicated on the posters below shows that the participants (16/16) were using agro-inputs (i.e. use of fertilizers, 
improved seeds, pesticides and application of new farming techniques) in their areas. The main reason for this 
is to ensure increased productivity from the limited arable land available. 


With regard to using part of the land to grow food for own consumption, the findings indicated that all the 
women (16/16) do so whereas half the number 9/16 use the land to grow food for sell. 


When the women were asked whether their income has increased over the years, 8/16 women agreed while 
4/16 did not agree. The reason given for this was that the crops (cassava) was affected by diseases especially in 
2014 and the harvests for most farmers in Muhanga District were not good.      
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Summary Interpretation of Table Above 
All the farmers were using agro-inputs including commercial fertilizers, locally made fertilizers, 
improved seeds and pesticides. The reason for using these was that they could be used for 
growing different crops 
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Summary Interpretation of Table Above 
All the women use their land to grow crops for both own consumption and sell 
The women’s income increased in the first, second, third and fourth year of their participation in 
the program, but significantly reduced in the fifth year because most of their crops were attacked 
by pests in this year so the harvest was not that good 
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As indicated in the poster above, the farmers in Muhanga suggested better management of diseases especially 
for cassava for better harvests which will enable them to get better yields for sell and therefore realize 
improvements in their income levels.  
 
Project Effectiveness 


Below are some of the ways the project has exhibited effectiveness according to the women who participated in 
this FGD: 


• The women in this FGD reported that there is a significant increase in the volumes of their farm harvest 
since the project started;  
 


• Crop pests are no longer a problem to the farmers since they have been taught how to make homemade 
pesticides. 
 


• Because of the project’s interventions, the women participants said they are more independent, this has 
improved their involvement in decision making in their homes; and,  
 


• Household incomes of the women have steadily improved which has in turn improved their standards 
of living as well as that of the family; 
 


• The women reported that they have achieved a relatively higher degree of financial independence from 
their husbands as result of the incomes they were getting from sale of crops; and, 
 


• From this FGD, the women reported that food insecurity is no longer a big problem in their area and 
this has been mostly because of the use of pesticides and improved seeds that have a higher yield than 
the local varieties of seeds. 


 


Sustainability of the Programme 


The women who participated in this FGD acknowledged sustainability as one of the issues they have to work on. 
The women said they were planning to continue to implement the new knowledge and skills that the have been 
taught by the project (Ibakwe/ Catalist2 team) so that even after the project they will be able to continue 
with the project activities. 


Unplanned positive or negative effects of the programme 


The women in this FGD reported that their husbands have become supportive of their work. The men were 
reported to be now active in raising the children, supporting the wives in the households and in the farms. Also 
of particular significance is the fact that the men have given their wives (women) financial independence unlike 
before the start of the project.  
 
This was noted as an outcome of this project because the men have got information and awareness on the 
importance of supporting their wives to a great extent as a result of this project. The men now appreciate the 
value of supporting and working closely with their wives.  
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3.3 CATALIST-2 - Muhanga District Non-Project Participants – Men 
and Women Focus Group Discussion 


Introduction 


At the ADC Church, in Cyeza Sector, Muhanga District; another FGD was conducted on the 7th March 2016 
involving men and women who had not benefitted from the interventions of the CATALIST-2 Programme 
implemented through Ibakwe. 


This mixed FGD involved 12 participants who included 2 male and 10 female non-participants. These 
participants from selected from the cell where the CATALIST2 Programme has been implemented but they 
have not participated in the project. The information sought from the non-participants was the same as that 
which was obtained from the project beneficiaries i.e. their opinions on the project, the achievements/ benefits 
realised from the project by the farmers who participated in the project and the surrounding communities, the 
implementation of the project and how they thought the project could be made sustainable as well as ways to 
improve future similar projects.  


FGD Participants Information 


In the table below are the specific details of the non-participants in the CATALIST2 Programme selected from 
Cyeza Sector, Binunga cell in Muhanga District:   


Project Name CATALIST-2 


District  Muhanga 


Sector Cyeza 


Village Binunga 


Venue of FGD ADC Church 


Number of FGD participants 12 


Gender Male 2 


Female 10 


Occupation All are farmers 


Average Household Size 5.5 


Average number of children per household 2.8 


Average number of Women per household 1.3 


Average number of girls per household 1 


Average size of land per household 0.9 hectares 


Average size of land under crops per household 0.8 hectares 


Crops grown starting with most popular Cassava 


Beans 


maize 


Soya 


Sweet Potatoes 


Domestic Animals kept Pigs 4/12 


Chicken  8/12 


Cows 10/12 


Goats 4/12 
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Findings from FGD 


These farmers did not receive any direct support from the project. They said that, they chose what to plant after 
consulting with their spouses. They preferred planting cassava, maize, beans and soya beans which are the 
popular crops in the area. These are also their main sources of income. 


These farmers also said that they did not belong to any farming group or organization. They also do not use any 
agro-inputs such as fertilizers since they consider them to be expensive. As a result, their farm yields are not as 
high and do not have much left for sale after household consumption. They said that they were not aware of 
Integrated Soil Fertility Management and therefore not apply any of its components in their farming. 


The project did not benefit them except a few who reported that their neighbours who were part of the project 
shared some of their improved seeds. 


Details Posters 


As highlighted on the poster below for the non-participants (men and women), the FGD participants (3/12) 
reported that they were using agro-inputs such as pesticides, (2/12) were using fertilizers and (3/10) were 
using improved seeds.  


The main reasons given by the majority of the FGD participants (9/12) for not using the agro-inputs 
(pesticides, fertilizers and improved seeds) included the following: 


• Lack of access to improved seeds 
• Lack of training in modern farming techniques 
• Lack of knowledge on how to practice better and modern farming methods 
• Having a traditional mindset to family. 


The challenges mentioned above are also reflected in a comment/ quotation from one of the participants in the 
FGD for non-project participants: 


 


 


 


 


When other participants were probed on whether they had similar sentiments, all the FGD participants (12/12) 
agreed and noted that it would be good if the project expanded to cover and benefit more farmers in the district. 


The non-participant farmers noted that participation on the project would help them also in the following ways: 


• Increase the productivity of their land just like their counterparts; 
• Help their acquire new knowledge and information on how to use fertilizers and pesticides 


 


 


“We see what our colleagues are doing and their gardens look better than ours. They 
use better methods and they harvest more than what we harvest. For me I want also 
to acquire the knowledge and training like them so I can produce more than I 
produce at the moment” Male Participant, Non-Participant FGD, Muhanga 
District 
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Summary Interpretation of Table Above 
Main reasons for using Agro-inputs were: 


- To increase production 
- To improve soil fertility 


Main reasons for not using agro-inputs 
- Lack of knowledge 
- High cost of fertilizers 
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Summary Interpretation of Table Above 
Reasons for increased subsistence 


- Better farming skills acquired through trainings 
- Use of improved seeds 
- Use of fertilizers 


Reasons for decreased subsistence (these were prior to the project) 
- Unfavourable weather 
- Lack of finances 
- Lack of trainings 
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As indicated in the poster above, the non-participant farmers were also asked about using land to produce food 
for own consumption Vs production for sell. Half of the participants (5/12) noted that they produce for home 
use whereas the other half reported that they produce for sale.  


The reasons given for decreasing production for home consumption while increasing production for selling 
included the following: 


• The need to increase household income because one 3/12 FGD participants had reported being able to 
increase their incomes over the years. The need to increase income was thus reported as the driving 
factor for the need to increase production for selling. 
 


• The non-participants also noted that acquisition of new knowledge and skills through training would 
facilitate them to increase agricultural production so that they can be able to sell the extra produce after 
removing what is needed for home consumption. 
 


• Other FGD members mentioned the need to use new agro-inputs such fertilizers, pesticides and 
improved seeds as the driving factors for them to increase production for sale. 


 
Project Effectiveness 


The question of project effectiveness was put to the farmers who did not participate in the project. As much as 
the majority (10/12) participants noted that they were not very conversant with the actual project benefits, they 
noted that from what they see from their colleagues who are part of the project; they are able to conclude that 
the CATALIST2 Project has been effective in changing the livelihoods of their colleagues and neighbours. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It was reported that the project has supported the farmers in the area to learn better farming practices, access 
good planting materials for cassava, learn how to control crop diseases and also how to apply fertilizers 
including the manual fertilizers. 
 
The non-participants expressed a desire to also be included in the next phase of the project for them to benefit 
just like their colleagues. They also recommended that it would be good if the beneficiaries would be allowed to 
share the knowledge, skills and some of the improved seeds with their neighbours so that the whole community 
benefits.  
 
Sustainability of the Programme 


On project sustainability, all the non-participant farmers (12/12) who took part in this FGD noted that the best 
way to ensure sustainability of the project was to ensure that more farmers from the area and district benefited 
from the new farming techniques, use of improved seeds, modern methods of controlling diseases. 


They noted that this is the best way to further expand the project and ensure that its interventions are not 
benefitting only a few farmers but reach out to the majority in the community.   


Unplanned positive or negative effects of the programme 


The FGD participants noted that since they did not participate in the project, they were not knowledgeable on 
the unplanned positive effects. 


“I have seen how my friends have benefited and I would like benefit to 
from this project” Female Participant, Non-Participant FGD, at 
Binuga Cell, Cyeza Sector in Muhanga District 







Dutch Food Security Programme in Rwanda – Focus Group Discussions (FGD) Data Collection in Muhanga and Nyanza Districts
   


FGD Data Collection Report  
 
PwC Rwanda  Page 36 of 77 


However, a few FGD participants (3/12) noted that this project had to some extent created some petty 
jealousies, pride and income inequality between the beneficiary farmers and the non-participant farmers. This 
was noted not to be a big issue but they noted that some of the non-beneficiary farmers in the community feel 
that way because they are not able to produce the same yields as their counterparts on the project. 
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3.4 CATALIST-2 – Nyanza District Project Participants - Men Focus 
Group Discussion 


 
Introduction 


A total of 11 male beneficiaries of the CATALIST2 programme participated in the FGD conducted on 8th March 
2016 at Musangano village, Busoro Sector in Nyanza District. The FGD was conducted at the Rice Farmers’ 
Cooperative Building at Musangano village.  


This FGD was conducted for only 
the male beneficiaries who 
benefitted from the interventions 
implemented through the 
CATALIST-2 Programme through 
Ibakwe, a local Rwanda based 
organization. This focus group 
discussion sought to generate 
qualitative data from the male 
participants with regard to their 
involvement in the project. 
Inf0rmation was also sought on the 
benefits derived by the men from the 
project, their opinions on project 
implementation, sustainability of 
the project and how similar future 


projects can be improved.  


  
FGD Participants Information 


The table below, highlights a summary of the information on the male beneficiaries from Musangano village in 
Busoro Sector in Nyanza District who participated in the CATALIST2 Programme: 


Project Name CATALIST-2 


District  Nyanza 


Sector Busoro 


Village Masangano 


Venue of FGD Rice Farmers’ Cooperative Building 


Number of FGD participants 11 


Gender Male 11 


  Female 0 


Occupation All are farmers 


Average Household Size 5.8 


Average number of children per household 3.1 


Average number of Women per household 1.1 


Average number of girls per household 1.6 


Average size of land per household 2.0 hectares 


Average size of land under crops per household 1.1 hectares 


Crops grown starting with most popular Cassava 
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Maize 


Beans 


Rice 


Soya 


Domestic Animals 
kept 


Cows  8/11 


Goats 6/11 


Chicken 5/11 


Pigs 1/11 


 
Findings from FGD 


The farmers who participated in this FGD (10/10) have worked with Ibakwe Association on the CATALIST-2 
for the past 3 years. It was reported that the farmers agreed with the Catalist2 team to focus on one crop every 
season. The group agreed that the dry places would be used to grow cassava and beans and then the valleys for 
growing rice. The big part of the land is now used to grow cassava because it brings in more income compared 
to other crops.  
 
The farmers (10/10) noted that before the project started to support them, they used to grow crops for own 
consumption for the families because the harvests were not sufficient. However after the project started to 
support them through different trainings on using modern farming methods and the use of fertilizers; the 
farmers are now able to produce enough for own consumption and also for sell on the market to generate 
money which is used to meet other basic household needs for the farmers and their families. 


The participants of this FGD were all beneficiaries of the interventions by Ibakwe/ CATALIST-2 project. They 
participated in project activities and reported that they received trainings on: 


• Preparation of land 
• Growing one crop as opposed mixed cropping on a single farm 
• Use of improved seeds 
• Use of fertilizers   
• Use of pesticides in disease control and management 
• They were taught also on record keeping and cost benefit analysis  


 
The project focused mainly on cassava growing. The project also linked them with markets where they could sell 
their produce. Before the project, farmers used to practice subsistence farming using traditional practices which 
were not very productive but the project empowered them to produce commercially. 


They said that they were able to apply the knowledge acquired in practical ways in their farming. As a result, the 
project had positively impacted the community in the following ways: 


• Increase in production meaning they had sufficient quantities of food for consumption and the excess 
for sale.  


• They also bought or leased land to increase their production. 
• Increase in income from sale of produces.  
• Improved access to food. From the income gained from sales of farm produce, the farmers were able to 


buys other foods that did not produce. 
• Improved ability to meet household needs such as paying schools fees, buying food. 


The following were the main challenges experienced by the farmers: 


• Crops pests and diseases. These had greatly reduced their yield as one of the diseases was viral and they 
did not a way of controlling it. 


• Changing weather which is unpredictable. This had made it difficult to plan the planting time. Rains 
would sometimes come early or delay and were intermittent. 
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• Difficulties in loan repayments from banks 


 
Details Posters 


As indicated on the poster below, all FGD participants (10/10) at Musangano Cell in Nyanza District reported 
that they use agro-inputs i.e. fertilizers (10/10), improved seeds (10/10) and use pesticides (10/10) to control 
crop diseases.   The reasons given by the farmers were to ensure increased productivity from the small pieces of 
land that the farmers in the area are using for their farming activities. 
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Summary Interpretation of Table Above 
The farmers were using agro-inputs mainly fertilizers, improved seeds and pesticides. They main 
reasons for using such was because it improved production and consequently sales. The farmers 
acquired improved skills for preparing land. 
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Summary Interpretation of Table Above 
These farmers grew crops for own consumption as well as for sell. 
They reported that their incomes from farming had increased over the years as a result of the 
project interventions. 
The reasons given for the increase in production were: 


- The trainings equipped them with better farming skills 
- They were using improved seeds and planting materials 
- They ensured timely planting 
- They prepared the land appropriately. 
- They were using pesticides 
- They controlled soil erosion on their farms. 


Despite the improved production, they faced some challenges including: 
- Some diseases affected their crops 
- Sometimes improved seeds were not available on time. 
- Certain fertilizers were expensive and they could not afford. 
- Some farmers had not been able to access bank loans 
- They felt they needed more trainings 


 
 


 


During the focus group discussion, the participating farmers were asked whether they use the land to grow 
crops for household consumption and all of them (11/11) respondent yes. Also, equally the same number of 
participants noted that they also use part of their land to grow food for sale. 


The same farmers were asked whether there has been an increase in their income over the years. The majority 
(10/11) noted that they have experienced increases in their incomes. For example the increase in incomes have 
ranged from RwF 30,000 – 150,000, from RwF 50,000 to 200,000 and from RwF 150,000 to 500,000 for 
some of the farmers. Other farmers reported experiencing evening higher income increases of RwF 1,000,000 
and above.  


A number of reasons have propelled the farmers to intensify growing crops for sell on part of their land, 
namely; 


• The training that the farmers have got from the project with regard to use of modern farming methods; 
• Access to and use of improved seeds for cassava, rice and maize which give better returns for the 


farmers hence allowing them to produce enough for home consumption and for sale 
• Growing crops on a timely basis i.e. during the right season and weather as well as at a time when the 


demand for the produce is high. This has ensured that there is always a ready market/ demand for the 
produce. 


• Access to and use of pesticides to control the various diseases that attack crops. The farmers who have 
participated in the project, have been able to apply pesticides to control diseases which attack cassava, 
maize and rice 


• Land conservation and control of soil erosion has given the farmers an opportunity to grow crops on 
the hill-sides and in marshlands. Previously, the farmers were unable to grow crops in some of these 
places but today they are able to due to the introduction of modern farming techniques  and as a result, 
the farmers have got new opportunities to grow crops in areas which used to be redundant hence 
increasing their produce for home use and for sale. 
 


Project Effectiveness 


According to the FGD participants, the Catalist2 project has had a significant impact on the farmers. The 
project has helped them to change from the traditional farming activities the farmers used to practice to using 
the modern farming methods today such as conserving soil and containing soil erosion, growing crops using 
improved seeds, controlling crop diseases using pesticides and also using fertilizers (both chemical and manual 
ones) to keep the productivity of the soil up.  
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In the past the farmers used to grow for own consumption, cultivating different crops in one piece of land which 
was counter-productive and were also not using any crop pests control measures. However, today after the 
many trainings, improved seeds, and using pesticides to fight off diseases; the farmers are putting into practice 
what we they have been taught; they have able to increase productivity considerably.  
 
This has helped the farmers to realize a number of achievements:  
 


• Farmers have bought additional pieces of land to expand their farming activities, 
• Gained ability pay school fees for their children, 
• Farmers are now able satisfy other family needs  
• Some of the farmers have started to even consider diversification to go into other income generating 


projects using resources/ finances generated from sale of agricultural produce. 
 
The farmers also noted that the effectiveness of this project is reflected in the way the project has changed their 
lives in terms of increase in productivity, increasing household income levels, ensuring food security and 
improvements in the financial capacity of the farmers. 
 
Also, the farmers noted that the project has given them sustainable farming techniques which they are using to 
increase production on the same small pieces of land because the farmers are now able to use fertilizers, grow 
one crop but using improved seeds and in collaboration with local authorities the farmers have now been able to 
learn land conservation measures such as using terraces and planting of trees that have capacity to grow with 
crops to control erosion. 
 
Sustainability of the Programme 


According to the participants in this FGD, sustainability of the project will be achieved in the sense that farmers 
have been equipped with knowledge and skills to carry on with the activities.  


Also, the farmer groups (cooperatives) formed will continue to exist and support farmers even beyond the 
project period and they will therefore be in a position to continue with the activities initiated by the project. The 
farmers reported that they would continue to work with the local authorities so as to be able to get technical 
support whenever there is need.  


Again, some of the investments made during the project period will continue to benefit farmers beyond the 
project period. Such investments include the agro-forestry activities, the conservation of land on the hill-sides 
through terracing, construction of feeder roads to serves that farmers in their communities and well as 
measures put in place to control soil erosion. 


Unplanned positive or negative effects of the programme 


One of the key unplanned positive effects of the programme mentioned by the FGD participants (all) is the 
initiation of cooperative groups that have brought farmers together. For example, the farmers mentioned that 
through these cooperatives, they have been encouraged to learn how to save money, they have been taught how 
to access loans from commercial institutions to initiate income generating projects including expanding their 
farming activities, and also the cooperatives are acting as a voice for the farmers. This has helped them to 
bargain for better prices for their produce and hence they get better returns than when they used to sell 
individually. 


 
 


 


 
All the farmers who participated in this FGD echoed the same satisfaction with regard to them coming together 
and acting as a group with similar interests.  


According to the farmers in this FGD, other aspects of positive unplanned effects are reflected in the following: 
 


“When I was still acting alone, I used to sell my crops at low prices. These days our 
group leaders are able to get for us better prices and we also get paid without any 
delays which used not to the case” FGD Participant, Nyanza District 
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• Lower food prices which has increased food security; 
• More work opportunity for the women and youth; 
• Increase in income levels that have improved the standards of living; 
• Increased capacity to educate the children by being able to pay their school fees  
• Wealth creation as a result of the financial resources the farmers are generating from sale of their 


produce which they are re-investing in other income generating businesses. 
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3.5 CATALIST-2 – Nyanza District Project Participants - Women 
Focus Group Discussion 


 
Introduction 


Focus group discussion data in Nyanza District was also collected from 11 female participants in the 
CATALIST2 programme. The FGD was also conducted on 8th March 2016 at the Rice Farmers’ Cooperative 
Building in Musangano village in Busoro Sector in Nyanza District.  


 
From this FGD, qualitative information was sought from 
the female participants with regard to their involvement in 
the CATALIST2 project. Information was also sought on 
the benefits the participants realised from the project, the 
project implementation process and the sustainability of 
the project as well as areas for improvement for similar 
projects in future. 
 


 


 
FGD Participants Information 


From this FGD, the following information was collected from the female project participants:   


Project Name CATALIST-2 


District  Nyanza 


Sector Busoro 


Village Masangano 


Venue of FGD Rice Farmers’ Cooperative Building 


Number of FGD participants 11 


Gender Male 0 


Female 11 


Occupation All are farmers 


Average Household Size 5.5 


Average number of children per household 3 


Average number of Women per household 1.2 


Average number of girls per household 1.7 


Average size of land per household 0.6 hectares 


Average size of land under crops per household 0.4 hectares 


Crops grown starting with most popular Cassava 


Beans 


Maize 


Rice 


Soya 


Domestic 
Animals kept 


Pigs 0/10 


Cows 5/10 
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Goats 5/10 


Chicken  5/10 


 
Findings from FGD 


Information generated from this FGD indicates that all the participants (11/11) have lived in the area for more 
than 30 years. The group members and farmers in the area mostly grow cassava, rice, maize, beans and soya 
beans. Cassava, rice, maize and beans are the most commonly grown crops in this area. 
 
According to the FGD members, they started working with the Catalist2 project after the farmers were selected 
by Ibakwe to participate in this project and they have been working with the project for the past 3 years. 
According to the farmers, they agree as a group on the crops to grow at the start of the rains/ season depending 
on the season. The group grows cassava and beans on the dry lands and hill sides whereas the same group 
grows rice in the valleys/ marshlands.  
 
Before the project came in, the group used to mostly concentrate on growing food for home consumption since 
the yields used to be very weak leaving them with no extra food for sell. However, with the support of the 
project which included training on using modern farming techniques, use of fertilizers; the farmers are now 
able to produce enough food for own consumption and the surplus is sold on the market to generate income for 
the farmers. 
 
From the information obtained from the FGD participants, the women showed that they understood the project 
and the main reasons it was initiated and brought to their area. They mentioned that the project came in the 
area to serve the following purposes: 


• Help the farmers to increase production, 
• Help the farmers to learn modern ways of growing crops, 
• Help farmers to learn how to use inputs as well as fertilizers. 
• Help the farmers with families to improve their lives. 


They felt that the project had achieved its goals due to the fact that this project has positively impacted their 
lives by increasing their household income from farming resulting in improved standards of living. The project 
changed the way they used to do farming which was not very productive prior to the project but had greatly 
improved with the project intervening. They benefitted from the project through trainings on: 


• Preparation of land 
• Growing one crop  
• Use of improved seeds 
• Use of fertilizers   
• Use pesticides to fight against plants diseases 
• Fighting/controlling cassava disease 
• Commercial farming  
• Linking farmers with the market 


They reported that the project had affected them and their families in the following ways 


• It helped increase their production, 
• They acquired more skills and knowledge on how to grow different crops such as cassava, rice and 


maize. 
• They learned new and modern ways of growing crops, 
• It help them learn how to use inputs as well as fertilizers. 
• They have managed to buy additional land to expand our farming activities, 
• They were better able to pay school fees for their children, 
• They were able to meet other family needs  
• They could pay for their health insurance 
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• They were now more open to diversifying their livelihoods to other income generating activities such as 
small businesses, mixed farming (animal) etc. 


Generally, the project has had a positive impact on the families as a result of increased yields which translated 
to improved access to food for the families and increased incomes. 
 
The farmers said that they also involved in other projects form other donors which were mostly on protecting 
soil against erosion. 


For future projects, the farmers recommended more trainings should be given so as to develop the skills of 
farmers in farming. They felt more crucial were the trainings on identification/detection of diseases and how to 
control them. 


They said that main challenges they faced were diseases and the unpredictable rains due to the fast changing 
climatic conditions that have affected the weather and rain patterns. 


Details Posters 


According to the female farmers (women) who were involved in this FGD, the use of agro-inputs was very 
popular in that all the farmers (11/11) were using fertilizers, improved seeds and pesticides to group crops. The 
reasons they gave ranged from the need to increase productivity of their farms, having access to the fertilizers, 
improved seeds and pesticides, to the fact that these farmers got trained on how to use modern farming 
techniques for better yields.   
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Summary Interpretation of Table Above 
The farmers were using agro-inputs that included fertilizers, improved seeds and pesticides. The 
reasons for using these were: 


- They received training and wanted to increase their production. 
- They acquired improved seeds that gave more yield and were resistant to some diseases. 
- They used pesticides. 
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Summary Interpretation of Table Above 
These farmers said that although they did both subsistence and for-profit farming, their farm 
yields were decreasing citing the following reasons: 


- That they did not have access to good quality seeds. 
- That fertilizers were expensive that they could not afford. 
- Disease outbreaks reduced their production. 
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With regard to using part of the land to grow food for own home consumption, all the FGD participants (11/11) 
agreed that they were doing this i.e. growing food on part of the land for own consumption. However, equally 
the same number of participants (11/11) were doing the same i.e. using part of the land to grow crops for sell on 
the market. 


The reason given by the participants for using part of the land to grow food for own consumption was largely 
the need to become food secure whereas the reasons for decreasing using land for own consumption (7/11) was 
attributed to bad seasons/ weather, inadequate access to improved seeds, lack of pesticides to control crop 
diseases among other reasons.  


Project Effectiveness 


With regard to project effectiveness, the majority of the women who participated in this FGD (9/11) noted that 
the project has been effective in as far as it has helped them in following ways:  


• Increasing production levels as a result of increased productivity on the land they were using to grow 
maize, rice and cassava and other crops; 
 


• The project helped in equipping the women with better knowledge and skills which they did not have 
before on how to grow different crops such as cassava, rice and maize. This has contributed to their 
families becoming not only food secure but also helping them to generate income from sale of the 
surplus produce; 
 


 
 
 
 
 


• The women have learnt new and modern farming techniques including growing crops on the hill-sides 
using terraces and planting trees to control water flow and soil erosion. This was a big challenge before 
the project came in to support the farmers in this area;  
 


• The project also introduced the use of agro-inputs such as fertilizers, improved seeds and pesticides 
which have dramatically changed the fortunes of the farmers in the area; 


 
As a result of the above changes due to the CATALIST-2 project interventions, the participants (farmers) 
involved in this FGD, have realized a number of benefits: 
 
The CATALIST-2 project has changed our lives for the better because we are producing more compared to the 
period before the project started. We are able to meet the basic needs of our families (9/11), we can now pay for 
the medical insurance (mutualle de sante) (10/11) and we can also now afford to pay school fees for our 
children (9/11). 
 
Other areas where the FGD members felt that the project has been effective are as follows: 


• Improvement in the standards of living as a result of improved household incomes of the farmers 
(women). The women that there has been a steady improvement in their standard of living (including 
for their families) since they started working with this project; 
 


• Again, the women brought up the issue of gaining a degree of financial independence as a result of this 
project. The women noted that this was especially so in the way their husbands have ceased interfering 
in their financial affairs. They largely manage their income, have freedom to meet their needs and also 
look after the children in addition to the needs that are met by the husbands;  


 
 


 


“The struggle to get enough food to feed my family is now very much lessened thanks 
to this project. What we grow is enough for the family and the extra is what we sell 
through the cooperative” Female FGD Participant, Nyanza District 
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Sustainability of the Programme 


The female farmers (women) who participated in the FGD at Masangano Cell in Nyanza District, expressed 
optimism that the CATALIST-2 project would be sustainable. The women pointed out that they had acquired 
the necessary skills to carry on with the project interventions including using the appropriate farming 
techniques. 


The women however were to some extent worried about how they would address challenges such as diseases in 
the future. They noted that some of the challenges they face require some external technical support to manage 
them. They were however again optimistic that the techniques they have acquired from the trainings make 
them different and better suited to handle these challenges than their counterparts who have not got the 
opportunity to be part of the project. 


The women (5/11) were also to some extent sceptical about how they would continue to access high quality 
cassava cuttings/ improved seeds which were provided through the project. The women noted that it would be 
good to establish for them channels how they would continue to have access to better improved seeds, fertilizers 
and pesticides before the project ends completely. The women suggested this as one of the sustainability 
measures that the project needs to leave in place. 


Unplanned positive or negative effects of the programme 


According to this focus group discussion, the women (11/11) unanimously noted that the single most important 
unplanned outcome from this programme was the way they have been empowered through various trainings. 
The women (8/11) noted that this has given financial literacy and independence in the sense that they are now 
in a better position to manage their money. 


 


 


 


The FGD participants also reported that as a result of this project, the men also have learnt to give financial 
freedom to the women to handle their own finances/ money to meet their needs. They are reported that the 
men have become more supportive to the women not only in the homes but also in the farms/ gardens and in 
raising the children. The women who participated in the project noted that this was not the case before the 
CATALIST-2 project started.  


  


“All I can say is that this project opened our eyes on how to manage money and allowed 
our husbands to learn to give us freedom and to support us” Female FGD, Nyanza 
District.  
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3.6 CATALIST-2 – Nyanza District Non-Project Participants (Men 
and Women) Focus Group Discussion 


 
Introduction 


On the 8th March, 2016, a focus group discussion was also for non-participants. A total of 9 participants 
participated in this FGD which was conducted at the Rice Farmers’ Cooperative Building in Musangano village 
in Busoro Sector in Nyanza District. The FGD targeted male and female participants who did not benefit from 
the CATALIST2 programme that was implemented through Ibakwe (a local Rwanda based organization).  


The information collected from non-participants included information on the project, the benefits realised by 
the farmers who participated in the project, the project implementation processes, the sustainability of the 
project and ways how projects like this one can be improved in the future. 


FGD Participants Information 


Below are the details of the 9 FGD participants who included 6 male and 3 female non-participants that was 
conducted at the Rice Farmers’ Cooperative Building in Musangano village in Busoro Sector in Nyanza District:  


Project Name CATALIST-2 
District  Nyanza 
Sector Busoro 
Village Masangano 
Venue of FGD Rice Farmers’ Cooperative Building 
Number of FGD participants 9 
Gender Male 6 


Female 3 
Occupation All are farmers 
Average Household Size 6.5 
Average number of children per 
household 


3.6 


Average number of Women per 
household 


1.4 


Average number of girls per household 2.5 
Average size of land per household 1.4 hectares 
Average size of land under crops per 
household 


1.2 hectares 


Crops grown starting with most popular Rice 
Cassava 
Maize 
Beans 


 
Domestic 
Animals kept 


Pigs 0/10 
Cows 5/10 
Chicken 5/10 
Goats 5/10 
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Findings from FGD 


The farmers in this FGD said that they did not participate in any of the project activities. Some were aware of 
the existence of the CATALIST-2 Project but did not join the groups for various reasons. According to them, 
rice, cassava and beans were the most important crops grown in the region. They said that most families relied 
on farming activities as the main source of income.  


They said they did not have any special criteria in choosing wat crops to grow but that they planted what they 
felt would do well at any given season. Most of the crops they produced were for own consumption but when the 
harvests were good, they would spare some of the produce and sell it in the market. They said that they did not 
belong to any farmer organization and also did not use any agro inputs as these were very expensive for them. 


According to them, the area was good for farming and was favourable for cassava growing. Many families were 
able to access adequate food but most people only had two meals a day.  


They said that they were not affected in anyway by the CATALIST-2 Project, that the project beneficiaries did 
not share with them any of the planting materials and seeds, nor did they get any farming implements and 
tools. They however stated that the project had a positive impact in the households of the beneficiaries and as a 
result there is plenty of food in the market. 


The FGD participants noted that since the time the CATALIST-2 project started supporting some farmers in 
their area, agriculture production has gone up and increased on the market. Apart from this positive result of 
the project, the non-participant farmers seemed unsure of other ways the project has impacted the area. 


It was noted that this area is very conducive for growing cassava. One of the FGD participants remarked that 
“even if cassava is not grown by every farmer, when the harvest period comes, every household will have 
adequate food and at the same time be able to sell some quantity to be able to buy other household items. 


The FGD participants also reported that they grow rice and some vegetables are the main crops grown in the 
valley. They also mentioned that they grow beans in remote areas and some cassava on small piece of land.  


Details Posters 


The information generated from the non-participants FGD on use of agro-inputs, all the participants (9/9) 
reported that the use fertilizers (9/9), improved seeds (9/9) and pesticides (9/9). The main reason the non-
participant farmers provided for using agro-inputs was the need to increase agricultural production from their 
farms. 


On the second poster, the non-participant farmers were further asked on the issue of substance i.e. whether use 
the land they have to grow food for home consumption or for sale. The majority of the FGD participants (8/9) 
reported that they grow food on part of their land for home consumption and only one participants reported 
that they grow food stuffs for sale to both the internal (district) and external (outside district) markets. 


 
 


 


 
The growing of food for mainly home consumption was largely attributed to lack of better farming technology, 
lack of better yielding crop varieties as well as the prevalence of many crop diseases which sometimes 
overwhelm the farmers and most especially the non-project farmers. 


“For us we grow crops for our own consumption except when the harvest is good, we can 
take some quantity to the market in order to get some money and be able to take care of 
the family ” Male FGD Non-Participant, Busoro Sector in Nyanza District.  
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Summary Interpretation of Table Above 
All the farmers said they were using agro-inputs including fertilizers, improved seeds and 
pesticides with the main reason of increasing production. 
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As indicated in the above two posters, the non-participant FGD participants evidently did not have information 
on the project, its implementation, benefits and impact on farmers and agriculture in the district in general 


Project Effectiveness 


With regard to the effectiveness of the project, the majority (7/8) of the FGD participants reported that the 
project did not impact them since they were not beneficiaries. This group of farmers felt that it is those who 
participated in the project were the only ones who were impacted by the CATALIST-2 project. 


 


The above opinions were expressed by the rest of the non-participant farmers who were involved in this FGD.   


Sustainability of the Programme 


With regard to sustainability of the programme, this group of farmers (8/8) who were non-participants in the 
project advocated for the need for the beneficiary farmers to share the skills and best practices which the 
beneficiary farmers have acquired from the project with the non-participants as a way of ensuring that the 
programme becomes sustainable.  


Also, the non-participants (3/8) suggested that the project needs to encourage and promote the involvement of 
the local leaders. This they noted will ease the process of mobilising the farmers to practice what they are taught 
by the project.  


It was also noted (4/8) that bringing more stakeholders on board such as the Government and local 
governments will guarantee increased access to improved seeds and other agro-inputs. 


Unplanned positive or negative effects of the programme 


With regard to the unplanned positive or negative effects of the programme, the participants in this FGD noted 
that this did not apply to them like it did for the farmers who benefited from the CATALIST-2 programme. 
None of the 8 FGD participants was able to point out any unplanned positive or negative effects of the 
programme. 


 


Note: 


Muhanga vs Nyanza - The FGDs responses in Muhanga and Nyanza for the CATALIST-2 bore a lot of 
similarities. Respondents in both districts generally had similar experiences and opinions about how the project 
had impacted their lives. They faced similar challenges and their crops suffered similar diseases.  


“No the project did not affect our situation or that of our family apart from the other 
people who participated because for them they grow food for themselves. They don’t share 
the improved seeds with us during the farming season” Female FGD Non-Participant, 
Musangano Cell, Busoro Sector in Nyanza District.  
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3.7 Consolidation of Marshlands - Welthungerhilfe 
Introduction 


This FGD (left) was conducted on the 9th 
March 2016 at the KIABR Cooperative 
Office near Rugeramigozi Water Dam in 
Muhanga District. The FGD involved a 
group of 9 participants i.e. 7 men and 2 
women who are rice farmers that 
benefitted from the Rugeramigozi 
Consolidation of Marshland Development 
Project.  


In this FGD, the data collection team 
sought to obtain qualitative data from the 
participants on their involvement in the 
project, how they have benefitted from it, 


their opinions on how the project should have been implemented, sustainability of the project and 
improvements for future similar projects.  


FGD Participants Information 


In the table below, we highlight the specific details of the 9 participants who participated in the FGD at the 
KIABR Cooperative Office near Rugeramigozi Water Dam:  


Project Name Consolidation of Marshland Development 


District  Muhanga 
Sector Rugeramigozi 
Village Rugeramigozi 
Venue of FGD KIABR Cooperative Office near Rugeramigozi Water 


Dam 


Number of FGD participants 9 
Gender Male 7 


Female 2 
Occupation All are farmers 
Average Household Size 7.1 
Average number of children per 
household 


3.2 


Average number of Women per 
household 


1.6 


Average number of girls per household 2.1 
Average size of land per household 0.6 hectares 
Average size of land under crops per 
household 


0.4 hectares 


Crops grown starting with most popular Rice 
Maize 
Beans 
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Soya 
Cassava 


Domestic Animals 
kept 


Cows  4/9 
Pigs 4/9 
Chicken 3/9 
Goats 3/9 


 


Findings from FGD 


The farmers felt that the project was a valuable one to them stating that it had greatly contributed to improving 
their livelihoods. The farmer experience with the project was that: 
 
• The project helped increase their production  
• The project gave them important trainings and they acquired skills which they were using in their daily 


farming activities. 
• Their household incomes have greatly increased. 
• From the increased income some of the farmers have constructed modern/ permanent houses, paid for 


their families health insurance (mutualle de sante), bought additional plots of land, some have bought 
bicycles and are better able to afford essential family items. 


They said that they practiced subsistence and commercial farming. Generally, 80% of their produce was taken 
to the cooperative for sale and the financial proceeds banked in their respective bank accounts. The remaining 
20% was taken home for own consumption.  
 
With the coming of the project in their area, the farmers abandoned their traditional farming practices which 
were not very productive and instead adopted modern tested and proven techniques of farming which greatly 
improved their production. 
 
Some of the challenges faced by the farmers include the following:  


 
• The farmers reported that they did not have a warehouse in which to keep their produce before taking it to 


the market;   
 
• It was reported that some farmers were not willing to sell their produce and wanted to keep all what they 


produced at home for subsistence. However, with time, they have started to store only what they require for 
home consumption and the extra is sold to earn income for the household; and,  


 
• Another challenge is that there is some theft during the harvest period.  To prevent this, the cooperative has 


recruited some guards that oversee the marshland, and they work together with the farmers that live near 
the marshland to share information in case they come across cases of theft of produce.  


 
From the information provided by the farmers, even when the project was completed, there were still some 
challenges faced by the farmers:  


• The farmers could not access improved seeds on time which led to a decrease in food production; 
• The prices of chemical fertilizers went up rendering some farmers unable to buy them; and,  
• Due to the unpredictable weather, some farmers struggled a lot in paying back the loans they acquired from 


commercial banks and other lending institutions leading the banks to cease giving loans to farmers since 
they saw agriculture as a very risky business.  
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Details Posters 


As highlighted on the poster below, all the farmers (9/9) reported using agro-inputs such as pesticides, 
fertilizers and improved seeds. The main reason given by all the farmers (9/9) was the need to increase the 
productivity of their land. 


  


 


Summary Interpretation of Table Above 
All the farmers said they were using agro-inputs including fertilizers, improved seeds and 
pesticides with the main reason of increasing production. 
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Summary Interpretation of Table Above 
The reasons why farmers experience problems with soil erosion 


- They had no terraces on their farms 
- Had not planted trees on the farms 
- The rivers were also carrying away fertile soil 
- Flooding 


They said they received some tools to cope with erosion such as spades that they used in 
constructing terraces. 
 
 







Dutch Food Security Programme in Rwanda – Focus Group Discussions (FGD) Data Collection in Muhanga and Nyanza Districts
   


FGD Data Collection Report  
 
PwC Rwanda  Page 62 of 77 


 


The information on the poster above shows that half of the FGD participants reported that they still have 
challenges with soil erosion. The reasons given for this include the following: 


• Lack of enough trees/ vegetation to provide soil cover in order to reduce run off of water; 
• Water coming from roads that are around the marshlands which directly flows into the marshlands and 


sometimes causes flooding of the rice fields/ gardens. 
• Some of the areas have got seasonal rivers that tend to floods during the heavy rains hence leading to 


some of the run-off water finding its way into the marshlands. 


 
Project Effectiveness 


The farmers who participated in the FGD at KIABR Cooperative Office near Rugeramigozi Water Dam in 
Muhanga District noted that the effectiveness of the Consolidation of Marshlands project could be summed up 
in the following ways: 


• The FGD participants reported that the project has led to an improvement in food security in the area. 
They cited the increment into the tonnage of rice and maize grown by the farmers. For example, it was 
reported that farm production increased on average 4-5 tonnes for rice per ha per season and 4.2 
tonnes per ha per season for maize. 
 
This increase in food production has made the households in the area to become food secure which was 
not the case before the project. 
 


• The training that the farmers who participated in the programme received was also cited as a major 
area that highlights the effectiveness of the project. The farmers involved in the marshlands project 
have been taught better ways of farming in marshlands, how to conserve water in the marshlands and 
on the adjacent hill-sides to control soil erosion as well as use of modern farming practices such as 
using fertilizers, pesticides and improved seeds.   
 


• The farmers also expressed satisfaction with the fact that the improvement in income which is 
attributable to this project has allowed them to be able to acquire other assets such building permanent 
houses, buying animals and other assets such as bicycles and motor cycles. 


 


 


 


 
Sustainability of the Programme 


• In collaboration with local authorities, cooperatives are working closely with the Government to sustain 
the infrastructure that exists now by planting trees on terraces that are around the marshland as a 
measure to fight soil erosion.  
 


• Local administration has provided an agronomist to advice the farmers. This is being done through 
different meetings where discussions on issues pertinent to farming are held and challenges resolved. 
 


• Cooperatives and Water Users Committees (Organizations) are working together to sustain all the 
infrastructure that are placed to help them to keep increasing the production.  
 


• The dams are also being used for fish farming. This activity has been generating income for the group 
which covers for some of the maintenance expenses.   


“From the proceeds I got from the sale of my rice and maize I have 
been able to build a better house for my family” FGD Participant, 
Consolidation of Marshlands project 
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• Agricultural production is sustainable because land that was consolidated is well maintained. The 


farmers have put in place measures to curb soil erosion, and have access to improved seeds for the rice 
farmers.  


Unplanned positive or negative effects of the programme 


The project had led to some unplanned positive effects, namely; 


• It was reported that the farmers who are part of the KIABR Cooperative are undertaking fish farming in 
the marshlands (Rugeramigozi I and II Water Dams). This was reported to be an additional source of 
income for the farmers since they sell the fish caught from the dam to earn extra income for their 
group; 
 


• The Water User Committees which were formed as part of the Marshland Consolidation Development 
project, have positively encouraged a culture of savings among members of the cooperative groups/ 
farmers who are involved in the project.  
 


• The visitors who go to visit Rugeramigozi I and II Water Dams and the Marshlands and take pictures/ 
photographs, are charged a small fee (RwF 1,000) while those with events such as weddings pay 
between RwF 5,000 and RwF 10,000 which money goes to the account of the Cooperatives as an 
additional income.  
 
This is a positive unplanned effect of the project that is earning extra income for the farmers. The funds 
generated from this activity are used partly to maintain the infrastructure at water dams and the 
marshlands. 
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3.8 Focus Group Discussion – Access to Food for Young Children – 
CRS-Rwanda  


 
Introduction 


The UNICEF Access to Food for Young Children Project beneficiaries FGD was conducted on 8th March 2016 at 
project field offices in Muhanga District. The participants in this FGD were carefully selected to ensure that only 
women with children below two (2) years of age or were pregnant were involved in the FGD. A total of 10 
women participated in this focus group discussion. 


FGD Participants Information 


In the photograph on the left are the 
women who participated in the FGD at 
the Access to Food for Young Children 
Project at the field office in Muhanga 
District. 
 
The women who participated in this 
FGD either had children below two 
years or were pregnant 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 


 
In the table below are the details of the women who participated in the FGD for the Access to Food for Young 
Children Project at its field office in Muhanga: 


Project Name Access to Food for Young Children 


District  Muhanga 


Sector  Muhanga 


Village  Tyazo/  Kivomo Cell 


Venue of FGD  Project Field Office in Muhanga Town 


Number of FGD participants 10 


Gender Male 0 


Female 10 


Occupation All are farmers 


Average Age of FGD respondents 36.7 


Average Household Size 5.9 


Average number of children per household 4.1 


Average number of Women per household 1 


Average number of girls per household 2.4 


Average size of land per household 1.4 hectares 


Average size of land under crops per household 1.3 hectares 


Crops grown starting with most popular Cassava 


Potatoes 
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Beans 


Sorghum 


Sweet potatoes 


Domestic Animals 
kept 


Pigs 3/10 


Cows 5/10 


Chicken 4/10 


Goats 0/10 


 


Findings from FGD 


Knowledge of the project and its interventions  
 
All the participants (10/10) knew about this UNICEF (EKN) Access to Food for Young Children project. All the 
mothers reported that they stay in the same village and that they got to know about the project through the 
District Officers In-charge of Agriculture (Agronomist) and the one in-charge of health. These two officers 
recruited the women who had children below two years by then and started training them on different aspects 
of nutrition as well as how to take care of themselves during pregnancy and of the children.  At the start of the 
project (in 2014), the participants were 61 in total, but as at the time of this evaluation, only 30 mothers were 
still in the project. Those that left the group did so for various reason with some saying they did not have time 
for the group, others felt they did not need the group and others had other personal priorities to attend to. 
        
Experience with the project 
 
All the mothers in the project reported that they have had a very good experience with the project and that there 
is an impact in their lives as well as their families and communities. They mentioned that there is a big 
difference and improvement in their standards of living when they compare themselves and the other 31 
mothers who left the project or those who did not participate in this project.  
 
The following are some of the achievements that were mentioned by the mothers:  
 
The savings group that was created within this project has taught them how to save. Again, the women 
mentioned that they have a privilege of getting loans from this group from time to time. With time the savings 
group has grown, at first, each person used to contribute RwF 400 but each person now contributes RwF 1000 
which is an indication that there has been progress in the income status of these mothers. They use the money 
saved with the group in following ways: 
 


• Rent more pieces of land so as to do more extensive agriculture 
• Be able to buy more nutritious food stuffs that they cannot grow in the gardens. 
• Take their other children to school 
• Be independent of their husbands when it comes to providing basic needs for themselves. 


 
The Thursday Cooking Classes that the mothers are given by Caritas (CRS) staff have enabled them to learn 
how to make healthy and nutritious food for their children and to also learn what classes of food are a must to 
give the children in order to prevent them from being malnourished. During these classes they are also taught 
how to make balanced diets and they are also told of the importance of having quality food (balanced diet) and 
not just giving the children quantities and quantities of food, since the quantity alone cannot fight the 
malnutrition problem. 
 
The Farmer Field Schools (FSS) that the project has started for the women have also had a great impact. The 
mothers say that from these schools they have acquired knowledge of being able to grow vegetables in addition 
to the other crops they have been growing and on the same piece of land. During these FFS they were taught 
that one can put soil in a container or in a place that is away from the main garden, put fertilizers in that soil 
and then plant vegetables. The mothers said, this technique has worked out so well for them that they are even 
benefiting from it by not only giving their children nutritious vegetables but also selling the extra produce at a 
profit. 
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The mothers also mentioned that they have learnt a lot from the lessons they are given by Caritas about how to 
take care of themselves during and after pregnancy. The mothers have learnt the importance of going for ante-
natal care during pregnancy. From our analysis, almost 90% (9/10) of the mothers in the FGD said they went 
for ante-natal visits at least 4 times during pregnancy.   
 
They also said they are taught about taking care of their children, mostly about the importance of breast feeding 
and why it is important to do exclusive breast feeding for all babies below the age of 6 months. We found out 
that all the women who attended the FGD practice exclusive breast feeding and also continue breast feeding 
until the child is 2 years of age, the only people who said where not breast feeding their under 2 children were 
those that could not because they were pregnant. 
 
The women who took part in the FGD reported that the following project activities have contributed greatly in 
improving their lives: 


• Lessons on Mother and baby care. They said that the project had taught them how to take care of 
themselves during and after pregnancy. That they had learned the importance of attending ante-natal care 
clinic when pregnant. The women said that they at least make four (4) visits to the ante-natal clinic during 
pregnancy. They also mentioned that they were taught the importance of breast feeding. They said that they 
now understood the importance of exclusive breast feeding for all babies below the age of six (6) months. 
 


• Nutrition. They were given cooking lessons on Thursdays by Caritas staff. The lessons also encompassed 
learning on how to prepare balanced, healthy and nutritious diets for their children in order to protect them 
from malnutrition. 
 


• Farmer Field Schools and Model Gardens. They said that they had been taught how to do kitchen gardens 
around their homes whereby they were encouraged to plant vegetables to supplement their diets. They 
described the process of making multi-storey gardens from improvised containers of gunny bags in which 
they heap piles of soil in the improvised containers and make holes on the sides of the container in which 
they plant vegetables. Multi-storey gardening is a simple farming technology which is aimed at producing 
vegetables to supplement the food basket for micronutrient provision. 


 
Details Posters 


As indicated in the poster below, the information provided by the majority of the mothers (9/10) who were 
involved in this FGD reported that they did not experience malnutrition. However, at an individual level, they 
acknowledged that malnutrition for them and their children is still a challenge.  


Those who said the malnutrition among children is still a challenge, cited the following reasons using general 
observations within their community: 


• Poverty within the community whereby the mothers and their husbands are not able to get access to all 
the nutritious food stuffs that they require for their children. 


• Laziness was also cited as a contributing factor to malnutrition for women who are not participating in 
the project. For example, they mentioned that although some of the project non-participating women 
had the information on how to grow vegetables and other crops, some were still not doing so hence 
lacking enough food to feed their children/ families. 


• Not providing a balanced diet to children was also mentioned as a reason contributing continued 
malnutrition.  


• Failure to practice or to put into practice the knowledge and skills provided to the women through this 
project. It was noted that such women continue to have malnourished children.   


On the other hand, the women who were not experienced malnutrition among their children attributed it to the 
following reasons: 


• Being responsible mothers who provide good care for their children 
• Feeding the children on a timely basis and with the right food 
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• Putting into practice the knowledge and skills taught to the mothers on how to care for the children. 
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Summary Interpretation of Table Above 
All the women reported that they breastfed their children except three who could not because 
they were pregnant. 
1. One mother reported to experience malnutrition with her baby 
1.1 What else do your children eat on a weekly basis? 


- Fruits 
- Porridge 
- Vegetables 
- Supplements for children above 6 months only thrice in a week. 


1.2 Daily diet for children <2 
- Porridge 
- Lunch (balanced diet)  
- Evening meals (3pm and 6pm) 


 


1.3 Main reasons for malnutrition of children <2 
- Poverty 
- Lack of knowledge on balanced diet 
- Laziness 
- Not putting into practice what community health workers teach. 


2. All the other mothers reported they did not experience malnutrition with their babies 
2.1 What else do your children eat on a weekly basis? 


- Soya milk 
- Cow milk 
- Porridge 
- Fruits 
- Vegetables 
- Supplements for children above 6 months thrice a week 


2.2 Daily diet for children under <2 
- Porridge (mixed) 1 litre per day 
- Lunch (balanced diet 
- A lot of drinks (milk, pineapple juice) 
- Ensure children are fed in the morning, lunch time, 3pm and 6 pm 
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Summary Interpretation of Table Above 
They all participated in the activities by UNICEF which included 


- Farmer Field Days 
- Savings group meetings 
- Ante-natal Clinic (ANC) 
- Growth monitoring of their children 


Main reasons for increased or decreased access to food; 
- The new technologies in agriculture enabled the farmers to get balanced diets  
- Money from the savings groups helped them to buy more nutritious foods that they could 


not grow. 
- They learned how to intensify production in small pieces of land. 
- They learned the importance of growing nutritious foods. 
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As indicated in the poster above, all the women (10/10) who took part in this FGD, reported to have 
participated in the UNICEF project activities and acknowledged that over the project period, their access to 
food has increased as a result of this project.  


 


 







Dutch Food Security Programme in Rwanda – Focus Group Discussions (FGD) Data Collection in Muhanga and Nyanza Districts
   


FGD Data Collection Report  
 
PwC Rwanda  Page 71 of 77 


Summary Interpretation of Table Above 
Main reasons for visiting Ante-Natal Clinic 


- To reduce/prevent malnutrition in their children. 
- To track the development of their unborn babies. 
- To monitoring the growth and development of their children. 


 
 


 


As indicated in the poster above, the women (10/10) further acknowledged that their participation in ante-
natal care increased and that a majority (7/10) visited the ANC clinics more than 3 times during pregnancy and 
again after the pregnancy. 


Project Effectiveness 


The project had several goals, two of which were to improve food security and resilience of vulnerable targeted 
households with children under two and pregnant and lactating women in target districts and; support social 
and behaviour change activities at community level for improved maternal and child feeding practices. From 
the feedback received from the women, it is evident that the project has been beneficial to them.   


An analysis of the FGD information shows that the project objectives and results/ achievements were on track. 
This is evident from the fact that malnutrition rates in Muhanga District have reduced if a comparison is made 
between before and after the project was introduced. The malnutrition reduction was also evidenced by the 
testimonies from some of the mothers who said their children were healed of malnutrition because of the 
project’s interventions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
From the information provided by the female participants, the health status of mothers and children who 
participated in the project has improved. For example the pregnant mothers now often go for ante-natal care 
and are able to eat a balanced diet now than before the project started. 
 
The women reported an increase in the attendance of ante-natal clinic as a result of the project. The women 
reported that they are now quite keen to ensure that they exclusively breastfeed their children up-to 6 months 
of age and that they continue to breastfeed until the children reach two years of age. 


The project has led to better food security in Muhanga District. This has been possible because of the following 
factors:  
 
• Better farming techniques on how to properly use the small pieces of land to produce more. Since most 


farmers in the area (Muhanga) have got small pieces of land, this had greatly helped the farmers; 
• Practical knowledge on growing vegetables alongside the main crops grown since the vegetables grow in a 


shorter period of time compared to the main crops; 
• How to use fertilizers in their farms to produce more yields; and,  
• Access to improved seeds that give more produce and grow in a shorter period of time than the other 


traditional/ non-modified seeds. 
 
However, from this FGD with women it was realized that as much as food security has improved there is still 
more work to be done to further improve the situation. During the FGD, the team noticed that when the 
mothers were asked in a group if food insecurity still existed, they all said yes it does, but 
when asked individually, they were a bit hesitant to say that food insecurity is still a 
challenge in this area. This therefore indicated to the data collection team that the issue of food insecurity 
was a bit of a sensitive issue and that some level of food insecurity still existed. This in a way affects projects 
effectiveness as this project was designed to increase access to food for young children. 


“Before the project started, I did not have enough 
information on how to feed my baby but today I can grow 
vegetables which helps me to feed my babies well” Female 
Participant, UNICEF Project, Muhanga District 
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Sustainability of the Programme 


The mothers who participated in this FGD noted that in the event the project ceased operations/ activities, the 
mothers would continue putting in practice everything they learnt during the implementation of the project. 
They also noted that they would make sure that they train other women who did not get the opportunity to 
participate in this project. 


Other suggestions for improving the sustainability of the project mentioned by the women include the 
following: 
 
• The mothers from this FGD noted that more trainings should be given to participants to better their lives 


and the lives of their children; 
 
• The mothers also mentioned that the need to be supported to acquire equipment to use in practicing the 


skills they were equipped with. They mentioned equipment such as fertilizer appliers and grinding 
machines among others.  


 
• The mothers also noted that the project should include exchange visit activities to other places in the 


country where project interventions are implemented so that they learn by picking lessons from what other 
mothers are doing differently in different districts. 


 
• Another area proposed for improvement to make the project more sustainable is the provision of water. 


From the FGD, it was mentioned that access to water in this area was a problem which has many negative 
effects on the people in this area, so the mothers proposed for provision of water. 


 


Unplanned positive or negative effects of the programme 


The women who participated in this FGD mentioned that their husbands have been very supportive of their 
participation in this project. The women noted that the men got information on the importance of supporting 
their wives and this changed their attitudes for the better and as a result they started providing support to the 
women in taking more care of the children and the family as a whole.  Some said their husbands supported 
them financially to make savings in the group and also assisted with manual work in the farms. 
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4.0 Overall Conclusion 
The Dutch Food Security Programme for Rwanda aimed at achieving 3 major outputs namely: 


i) Improved infrastructure (roads, electricity, land) to produce, process distribute and prepare food. 
ii) Strengthened capacity of government agencies, private sector and discussion for a 
iii) Increased access to healthy food for very young children. 


In light of these, the evaluation sought to answer the following questions: 
i) Did the project contribute to improved food security? 
ii) What was the impact of the project on the target group? Has their situation changed/improved? 
iii) Who else has been affected by the project (family members/neighbors etc.) and in what way? And 


what was the impact of the project on the indirect beneficiaries? 
iv) What other factors influenced the project and in what way? 


 
 
The World Food Summit of 1996 defined food security as existing “when all people at all times have access to 
sufficient, safe, nutritious food to maintain a healthy and active life”. Commonly, the concept of food security is 
defined as including both physical and economic access to food that meets people's dietary needs as well as 
their food preferences. 
 
The combined results of the three projects covered in this evaluation led the evaluation team to conclude that 
they indeed contributed to the improvement in the food security situation of the project beneficiaries. This can 
be supported by the responses the beneficiaries gave. They said that before the project, most of them only 
farmed for subsistence but as a result of the project interventions, they had produced enough for household 
consumption and sold the excess. This contributed to an increase in household income which was used to cater 
for household needs including buying foods that they did not grow. The impact was more than just improved 
food security but also improved standards of living. Some of the beneficiaries reported that they had acquired 
assets from the income raised through farming activities such as land, motorbikes, built houses, paid school 
fees for their children among others.  
 
Although the non-participants said they did not directly benefit from the project, it can be argued that they 
actually did from some of the project components. For example, the Consolidation of Marshlands project 
rehabilitated roads which benefitted the communities as a whole. Again, the Farmer Field Schools held each 
planting season were open to the whole community. Some of the community members who were not directly 
targeted were reached through such forums.  
 
Mothers who were reached by the Access to Food for Young Children gained knowledge and skills on making 
healthy, nutritious and balanced diets for their children and their families. 
 
The question of sustainability was also dealt with by the formation of Farmer Cooperatives and Water Users 
Association (WUA) which were duly registered and empowered to perform their functions. The farmers said 
that they were able to fetch good prices for their farm produce through their cooperatives. The WUAs were able 
to perform maintenance and regulate the use of the water in the dams.   
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Annexes 
Annex 1: Lists of project staff interviewed in Muhanga and Nyanza 


Districts 
 


Ibakwe Project Staff: 


1. Jeannine NYIRAMANA – Muhanga District (District Coordinator) 
2. Paulin MISAGO – Nyanza District (Former District Coordinator upto Sept 2015) 
3. Emmanuel – Nyanza District (Current District Coordinator from Oct 2015) 


 


Welthungerhilfe Project Staff: 


1. Jonathan NTURO – Muhanga District 
2. Emmanuel Octave BANANEZA – Muhanga District  


 


Access to Food for Young Children 


1. Odette Uwera Kamanzi - CRS, Rwanda, EKN Project Director. 
2. Father Innocent MUTABAZI -  Director of Caritas/Kabgayi 
3. Claudien NSENGIYUMVA -  EKN project coordinator 
4. Edith MUNGANYINKA -  EKN project nutritionist 
5. Charles HATEGEKIMANA -  EKN project agronomist/SILC officer 
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Annex 2: Schedule of the Focus Group Discussions 
 
Below are the schedules for the field data collection in Muhanga and Nyanza Districts in which the PwC 
Rwanda Team supported the PwC Netherlands Team of Bas and Pauline:  


 Date Location Project Time Programme Team 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7 
March 
2016 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Muhanga 
(Cyeza 
sector,  
Binunga 
village) 
 


24720 
CATALIST-2 
 
Partners: 
IFDC Rwanda, 
Ibakwe and 
Caritas 
 


8.00 
–  
8.30  


Walk around PwC NL + PwC 
Rwanda 


8.30 –  
9.00 


Meet with staff project + make 
arrangements location FGD (chairs / 
flip overs etc.) 


PwC NL (P&B) 
+ PwC Rwanda 


9.00 –  
9.30  


Interview with staff project PwC NL + PwC 
Rwanda 


9.30 – 
10.00 


Guided tour by staff project PwC NL + PwC 
Rwanda 


10.00 
– 
12.00  


FGD 1: male project participants only PwC NL + PwC 
Rwanda 


12.30 
– 
14.30 


FGD 2: female project participants only PwC Rwanda 


15.00 
– 
17.00  


FGD 3: non-participants PwC Rwanda 


Muhanga 24371 and 
25542  
 
Infrastructure 
field visit 
 
Partners: 
LODA 
 
 


12.15-
12.45 


Drive to LODA location   
 
 
 
PwC NL 
(Pauline & Bas) 


12.45 
– 
13.00 


Walk around 


13.00 
– 
13.30 


Meet with staff project 


13.30 
– 
14.30  


Interview with local staff/ or local 
authorities 


14.30 
– 
16.30  


Drive through project site 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8 
March 
2016 
 
 
(NOTE: 
it is 


Muhanga 25457 Access 
to Food for 
Young 
Children  
 
Partners: 
UNICEF 
Rwanda 


8.30 – 
9.00 


Walk around  
 
 
PwC NL  
(Pauline 
Mbundu) +  
PwC Rwanda  
(Carol Birungi) 


9.00 –  
10.00  


Interview with staff project 


10.00 
– 
11.30 


Guided tour by staff project 
 


11.30 
– 
12.00 


Make arrangements location FGD 
(chairs / flip overs etc.) 


13.00 
– 
16.00 


FGD: Mothers with children under 2 years: 
• whose children under 2 years are 


chronically malnourished 
• attend at least 4 Ante-Natal Clinic (ANC) 


visits during their most recent pregnancy 
Nyanza 24720 8.00 –  Walk around PwC Rwanda 
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interna-
tional 
women’s 
day) 
 
 
 


(Busoro 
sector, 
Masangan
o village) 


CATALIST-2 
 
Partners: 
IFDC Rwanda, 
Ibakwe and 
Caritas 
 


8.30  
8.30 –  
9.00 


Meet with staff project + make 
arrangements location FGD (chairs / 
flip overs etc.) 


9.00 –  
9.30  


Interview with staff project 


9.30 – 
10.00 


Guided tour by staff project  


10.00 
– 
12.00  


FGD 1: male project participants only 


12.30 
– 
14.30 


FGD 2: female project participants only 


15.00 
– 
17.00  


FGD 3: non-participants 


9 
March 


Muhanga 25059 
Consolidation 
of Marshland 
Development 
 
Partners:  
Deutsche 
Welthungerhilfe 
e.V 


8.00 –  
8.30  


Walk around PwC NL  
(Pauline 
Mbundu) +  
 
PwC Rwanda 
(Carol Birungi) 
 


8.30 –  
9.30  


Interview with staff project 


9.30 –
10.30 


Interview with government official 


10.30 
– 
12.30 


Guided tour by staff project 
 


13.00 
– 
16.00 


FGD: 
• Cooperative members (farmers) 
• Users of the erosion protected hillside and 


bench terrace 
 


 


 







Dutch Food Security Programme in Rwanda – Focus Group Discussions (FGD) Data Collection in Muhanga and Nyanza Districts
   


© 2016 PwC. All rights reserved. In this document, “PwC” refers to PwC Rwanda, which is a member firm of PricewaterhouseCoopers 
International Limited, each member firm of which is a separate legal entity 
 


 


 





		1.0 Introduction

		1.1 Preparation for the field visit and Focus group Discussions

		1.2 Target groups involved in the FGDs

		1.3 General approach to the Focus Group Discussions (FGDs)

		1.4 Plan for the Focus Group Discussions

		1.5 Characteristics Muhanga & Nyanza districts



		2.0 Interviews with project staff of Ibakwe, CRS and Welthungerhilfe

		2.1 IBAKWE – CATALIST-2

		2.2 Welthungerhilfe – Consolidation of Marshland Development

		2.3 CRS-Rwanda – Access to food for young children

		2.4 Observations



		3.0 Focus Group Discussions Data

		3.1 CATALIST-2 - Muhanga District Project Participants – Men Focus Group Discussion

		3.2 CATALIST-2 – Muhanga District Project Participants – Women FGD

		3.3 CATALIST-2 - Muhanga District Non-Project Participants – Men and Women Focus Group Discussion

		3.4 CATALIST-2 – Nyanza District Project Participants - Men Focus Group Discussion

		3.5 CATALIST-2 – Nyanza District Project Participants - Women Focus Group Discussion

		3.6 CATALIST-2 – Nyanza District Non-Project Participants (Men and Women) Focus Group Discussion

		3.7 Consolidation of Marshlands - Welthungerhilfe

		3.8 Focus Group Discussion – Access to Food for Young Children – CRS-Rwanda



		4.0 Overall Conclusion

		Annexes

		Annex 1: Lists of project staff interviewed in Muhanga and Nyanza Districts

		Annex 2: Schedule of the Focus Group Discussions








1 
 


Annex XIII: Programmes other donors in Rwanda 
 
Below detailed information can be found about the programmes of the main other donors in Rwanda: 
USAID, The Global Agriculture & Food Security Program (GAFSP), Australian International Food Security 
Research Centre, Caritas Europe, Canadian Foodgrains Bank, International Fund for Agricultural 
Development (IFAD) (UN Agency), Food and Agricultural Organisation (FAO), World Food Programme 
(WFP), United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), and EP-NUFFIC.  
 
USAID 


The United States is the biggest bilateral contributor to aid in Rwanda, marking US$158 million in 2014 
(gross ODA average). Through Feed the Future, the U.S. global hunger and food security initiative, USAID 
is promoting agricultural growth throughout the country. USAID tries to increase the productivity in 
targeted high value crops, such as maize, beans and dairy. The programme also assists farmers in gaining 
access to and adoption of nutrition-sensitive agricultural technologies. Another USAID priority is related 
to private sector growth and competitiveness in the agricultural sector. 


Feed the Future leveraged more than $28.3 million in new private investments in food and agriculture. 
More than 60,500 farmers were helped with new technologies and management practices. USAID also 
supported the privatization of the procurement and distribution of fertilizers, making more fertilizer 
available to farmers. 


Starting in 2013, Feed the Future worked closely with Rwanda’s Ministry of Agriculture to create the 
National Dairy Strategy. The Rwandan government set an ambitious target of doubling milk consumption 
by 2018. Feed the Future supported this effort by helping 11,241 farmers adopt new technologies to 
increase both the quantity and the quality of the milk produced. 


Programme highlights: 


• Value chain approach: interventions in the beans, maize and dairy value chains; 
• Markets and trade: encouragement of private sector growth and competitiveness in the 


agricultural sector and improving access to financial services; 
• Infrastructure: rehabilitation of roads in target districts by employing local firms and development 


of small-scale irrigation networks; 
• Nutrition: assistance of the Government of Rwanda in strengthening nutrition programmes to 


prevent stunting and malnutrition by promoting the production and consumption of nutrient-rich 
food crops; 
 


The Global Agriculture & Food Security Program (GAFSP) (USA) 


Rwanda has also received $50 million from the Land Husbandry, Water Harvesting and Hillside Irrigation 
Project (LWH) to increase productivity and commercialisation of hillside agriculture. The project focuses 
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on the production of high-valued horticultural crops with the strongest marketing potential on irrigated 
portions of hillsides, and the improved productivity and commercialization of rain fed food and export 
crops. The project invests in water harvesting infrastructure, including valley dams and reservoirs on the 
selected sites. 


Australian International Food Security Research Centre 


The Australian International Food Security Research Centre (AIFSRC) is an Australian Government 
initiative within the Australian Centre for International Agricultural Research (ACIAR). They contribute to 
a project called Trees for Food Security, which improves sustainable productivity in farming systems. The 
aim of the project is to encourage and support farmers to grow trees on farms for improved food and 
nutritional security. Crop yields can be doubled by incorporating the right trees and management 
practices into agricultural systems.  


The project mainly focuses on Ethiopia and Rwanda and will extend the appropriate agroforestry 
technologies to Uganda and Burundi. The total investment was $7.6 million. 


Caritas Europe 


Caritas is a confederation is a Catholic organization that works at the grassroots in almost every country 
in the world. They co-ordinate emergency operations, formulate development policy and advocate for a 
better world for everyone. Caritas Belgium is very active in the field of food security and empowerment 
of local small-scale family farmers. They have two main food security projects in Rwanda. One project 
started in 2003, where Caritas Rwanda and Caritas Kigali are working together with small scale farmers 
and cooperatives in order to empower local farmers. The second project started in 2009 and focuses on 
the reinforcement and accompaniment of farmers’ associations becoming cooperatives., while 
simultaneously focusing on the most vulnerable. 


Canadian Foodgrains Bank  


The Canadian Foodgrains Bank is a partnership of 15 Canadian churches and church0based agencies 
working together to end global hunger. They have two projects in Rwanda, executed by two different 
organisations. 


Canadian Baptist Ministries is supporting Association des Églises Baptises au Rwanda with the second year 
of a three-year food security project in Kirehe district of Eastern Rwanda. The project is assisting 1,329 
households (approximately 7,310 people) in 11 villages of Mahama, Gahara and Nasho sectors, Kirehe 
district. Food insecurity in this region has intensified in the last ten years due to a lack of rain and a high 
number of people returning to the area after being displaced several years ago. The project is improving 
food security by distributing improved seeds and tools; training farmers on practices to increase crop 
yields and livestock development; and introducing improved livestock breeds. 


Adventist Development and Relief Agency Canada supported Adventist Development and Relief Agency 
Rwanda with the project Learning Environmental Adaptions for Food Security (LEAF). The goal is to 
increase food security among men, women, children who are most vulnerable to climate change. The total 







3 
 


amount invested is $1,854,230. The beneficiaries are 6,080 households (36,480 people) and particular 
attention was given to households headed by women, with children under 5. The project period was 
December 2012 until May 2014. 


International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) (UN Agency) 


Since 1981 IFAD has financed 15 rural development programmes in Rwanda for a total amount of $239.4 
million and directly benefiting about 534,300 rural households. Currently there are two generations of 
IFAD-financed projects, one during the 1980s and 1990s and the other one in the mid-1990s. The third 
generation of IFAD support will start in 2016 and will support the PSTA III programme, an agricultural 
project initiated by the Government of Rwanda. So far IFAD’s programme in Rwanda has installed several 
innovations, including a rice intensification system (SRI), crop-livestock integration and intensification, 
support for water users associations, and new technologies such as the flexi biogas low-cost system that 
provides affordable energy to remote rural areas. 


Ongoing projects: 


• Climate resilient post-harvest and agribusiness support project (total cost $83.4 million): focus on 
pro-poor and climate-resilient approaches to post-harvest activities undertaken amidst increasing 
climate uncertainty. The project components are capacity development and agribusiness 
investment. 


• Project for rural income through exports (PRICE) (total cost $56.1 million): the project promotes 
sustainable increased returns to farmers and strengthened producer cooperatives. 


• Kirehe community-based watershed management project (KWAMP) (total cost $64.5 million): 
This project promotes the shift from subsistence to intensified market-based agriculture in the 
Kirehe District. The project supports the creation of local institutions for the sustainable 
management of local land and water resources. The project also supports the sustainable 
operation of affordable irrigation facilities. 


Furthermore, IFAD has completed 12 projects with a total cost of approximately $234 million. 


Food and Agricultural Organisation (FAO) 


Cooperation between Rwanda and FAO started in 19631. Rwanda was the first country to embrace FAO’s 
Sustainable Food and Agriculture (SFA) initiative. FAO interventions support household food security and 
nutrition-related programmes. Examples of key programmes include increasing agricultural productivity, 
markets, consumption of nutritious and safe foods, and reducing food losses. In November 2015 Rwanda 
received FAO support to implement a capacity development for agricultural innovation systems (CDAIS) 
project2. This project aims to make the agriculture sector more productive and sustainable, while also 
helping to increase food security and fight rural poverty. CDAIS is supported by the European Union for 
14 million euros. The FAO Country Programming Framework (CFP) 2013-2018 focuses on four priority 
areas: Improvement of food security and nutrition among the Rwandan population; agriculture and 
livestock productivity through sustainable use of natural resource management, adapted to climatic 


                                                           
1 FAO. (2013). Rwanda and FAO. Retrieved from: http://www.fao.org/3/a-au203e.pdf 
2 The Rwanda Focus. (2015). Minagri gets FAO support. 10 November 2015. Accessed on: 
http://www.focus.rw/wp/2015/11/10/minagri-gets-fao-support/ 
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changes; value chain development and private sector investment as a basis for boosting commercialized 
agricultural development; Institutional collaboration and knowledge sharing in addressing agricultural 
development, food security and poverty actions.    


World Food Programme (WFP) 


WFP connected farmers in Rwanda to markets through the Purchase for Progress (P4P) initiative (2009 – 
2013). In 2010 WFP targeted around 540,000 people for food assistance across Rwanda.  


Besides these farming activities, the WFP supports most government programmes in the areas of 
Maternal, Infant and Young Child Nutrition (MIYCN), School Nutrition and Supplementary Feeding. WFP 
provided food assistance to refugees in Rwanda, supported 6,000 malnourished  pregnant women and 
17,000 malnourished children, provided rabbits to health centres to improve protein levels, created 
kitchen gardens at health centres, and up to 2012 300,000 primary school students received a hot lunch 
every day.  


United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) 


Unicef began their activities in Rwanda in 1986. Similar to WFP, UNICEF mainly contributes by supporting 
Government’s programmes in the areas of MIYCN (Compact 2025, 2016: 30). In addition, they support 
hygiene promotion, household food security and mind-set change related programmes. UNICEF offers 
technical support to help set standards to improve the quality of schools; improve the health and 
wellbeing of its women and children (Infant and Young Child Feeding, micronutrient fortification, nutrition 
and HIV/AIDS); promote hygiene and sanitation (WASH); and to put in place systems to strengthen good 
governance and protect children3. For example, FAO, UNICEF, WFP and WHO work in two joint projects 
in the districts Nyamagabe and Rutsiro, most affected by chronic malnutrition. About 649 households in 
Nyamagabe and 2 120 households in Rutsiro benefited directly from this collaborative project, which was 
funded by the Swiss Development Cooperation (SDC) and the Netherlands (FAO, 2013).  
 
The four UN Agencies WFP, WHO, UNICEF, and FAO operate under the ‘One UN Country Framework’. 
‘One UN’ is a coordination initiative aimed at increasing the impact, coherence and efficiency of UN 
partners present in the country. All their food security and nutrition interventions are coordinated and 
aligned through the REACH initiative (Renewed Effort Against Child Hunger and Undernourishment).  


EP-NUFFIC 


The Netherlands Universities Foundation for International Cooperation (NUFFIC), merged with the 
European Platform to EP-NUFFIC in 2012, has the mission of internationalizing education4. EP-NUFFIC 
implements several projects in Rwanda within a large range of subjects. Some of them are focused on 
food security and will be described here. 


                                                           
3 UNICEF (n.d.). UNICEF added value. Accessed 12 May 2016 on: 
http://www.unicef.org/rwanda/overview_9622.html  
4 EP-NUFFIC. (2015). Over EP-NUFFIC. Accessed on: https://www.epnuffic.nl/over-ep-nuffic/over-ep-nuffic 
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EP-NUFFIC carried out a relatively small project in Rwanda, focusing on capacity building through 
sustainable potato value chain development. The total budget was €969,511 and the project period is 
from May 2014 until May 2018. The overall objective is the increase in sustainable food security systems 
in Rwanda through increased productivity of the potato value chain. Potatoes are an important 
component of the diet in Rwanda, so it is important to improve their production and revenues, leading to 
improved food security and nutrition. 


Another project focuses on the reduction of malnutrition, where EP-NUFFIC employed the Kigali Health 
Institute to start a Nutrition and Dietetics programme that trains young people to become nutritionists, 
dieticians and nutrition educators. The budget for this project is €799,866 and the project period is from 
January 2013 until January 2017. 


In addition, EP-NUFFIC contributes to the realization of food security with ‘The Netherlands Initiative for 
Capacity development in Higher Education’ (NICHE), which tries to increase food security by supporting 
two educational institutions in developing the knowledge and use of geographical information systems 
for sustainable development and food security. Between 2010-2015 Rwanda received a total grant of 22.5 
million euros to implement 14 projects. One of the projects aims to contribute to food security by 
developing the potato and maize value chains. Strategies include crops intensification programmes and 
land use consolidation. The project’s contribution mainly focuses on issues such as seeds multiplication, 
land management and agricultural statistics. The budget for this project is €998,578 and the project period 
is January 2013 until January 2017. 


The fourth project focuses on socio-economic improvement through an integrated crop and livestock 
system. The project includes training for farmers through short courses and extension programmes. The 
overall objective of the project is to improve food security in Rwanda by building capacity in integrated 
and sustainable animal feed, pig and poultry livestock sector. The budget for this project is €875,000 and 
the project period is March 2013 until March 2017. 
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Annex XIV: Sampled locations 
Cells sampled in the Southern province for the quantitative evaluation of the cassava cluster in the 


Catalist 2 programme.  
The cells are situated in 7 different districts, which are shown in Figure 2.1. 


 


District Sector Cell District Sector Cell
1 BUGESERA MAREBA NYAMIGINA 36 MUHANGA CYEZA BIRINGAGA
2 MAREBA RANGO 37 KABACUZI BUTARE
3 MAREBA RUGARAMA 38 KIBANGU JURWE
4 MAREBA GAKOMEYE 39 KIYUMBA RUKELI
5 MUSENYI NYAGIHUNIKA 40 MUSHISHIRO RWIGERERO
6 MUSENYI GICACA 41 MUHANGA NYAMIRAMA
7 NTARAMA CYUGARO 42 NYARUSANGE RUSOVU
8 NYAMATA MURAMA 43 RONGI GASAGARA
9 SHYARA KAMABUYE 44 RONGI GASHARU
10 SHYARA NZIRANZIZA 45 NYANZA BUSASAMANA RWESERO
11 HUYE KINAZI GAHANA 46 BUSASAMANA GAHONDO
12 RUHASHYA KARAMA 47 BUSORO MASANGANO
13 RUHASHYA MARA 48 BUSORO KIMIRAMA
14 RUHASHYA BUSHESHI 49 CYABAKAMYI NYABINYENGA
15 RUHASHYA RUHASHYA 50 MUKINGO MPANGA
16 RUSATIRA BUHIMBA 51 MUKINGO NKOMERO
17 RUSATIRA KIMIREHE 52 NTYAZO KAGUNGA
18 RUSATIRA KIMUNA 53 NYAGISOZI KIRAMBI
19 GISAGARA GISHUBI GABIR 54 NYAGISOZI GAHUNGA
20 GISHUBI NYABITARE 55 RUHANGO BWERAMANA BUHANDA
21 GISHUBI NYAKIBINGO 56 BWERAMANA RWINYANA
22 MAMBA RAMBA 57 BYIMANA NTENYO
23 NDORA MUKANDE 58 BYIMANA NYAKUBUYE
24 KAMONYI KAYENZI KIRWA 59 BYIMANA MUHORORO
25 KAYENZI KAYONZA 60 KABAGARI RWESERO
26 MUSAMBIRA BUHORO 61 KABAGARI REMERA
27 MUSAMBIRA KARENGERA 62 MBUYE KIZIBERE
28 MUSAMBIRA MPUSHI 63 MWENDO GAFUNZO
29 NYARUBAKA NYAGISHUBI 64 MWENDO KUBUTARE
30 RUGARIKA NYARUBUYE 65 MWENDO SARUHESHYI
31 RUGARIKA SHELI 66 NTONGWE KAYENZI
32 RUNDA KABAGESERA 67 RUHANGO GIKOMA
33 RUNDA MUGANZA 68 RUHANGO BUNYOGOMBE
34 MUHANGA CYEZA MAKERA 69 RUHANGO MUNINI
35 CYEZA KIVUMU







Additional to the 67 sampled cells at baseline are Kimuna cell in Huye – Rusatira and Nyamirama cell 
in Muhanga – Muhanga. Two households moved to these cells and were found back to interview at 
endline. 
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Annex XIX: Summary list of all tested outputs and outcomes 
 


Category Question Notes 
ISFM practices 


  


Soil_Protection         Use of any soil protection 
 


q613 Do you practice crop rotation on one or more of the plots managed by your 
household? 


 


Chemical_Fertilizer  Did you use chemical fertilizer for growing any crop that was harvested during 
the last 12 months? 


Question was asked in an open manner 
(which inputs were used?) 


Organic_Fertilizer Did you use organic fertilizer for growing any crop that was harvested during the 
last 12 months? 


Question was asked in an open manner 
(which inputs were used?) 


Improved_Seeds Did you use organic fertilizer for growing any crop that was harvested during the 
last 12 months? 


Question was asked in an open manner 
(which inputs were used?) 


ISFM PCA index constructed using the indicators above 
 


ChemicalFert_Cassava Did you use chemical fertilizer for growing cassava that was harvested during the 
last 12 months? 


Question was asked in an open manner 
(which inputs were used?) 


OrganicFert_Cassava Did you use organic fertilizer for growing cassava that was harvested during the 
last 12 months? 


Question was asked in an open manner 
(which inputs were used?) 


ImpSeeds_Cassava Did you use organic fertilizer for growing cassava that was harvested during the 
last 12 months? 


Question was asked in an open manner 
(which inputs were used?) 


q806 In the last planting season, did your household plant any improved cassava 
varieties? 


 


q807 In the last planting season, did your household plant cassava varieties resistant 
to CMD (cassava mosaic disease)? 


 


q808 In the last planting season, did your household plant cassava varieties resistant 
to CBSD (cassava brown streak disease)? 


 


Cassava_ImpVar_1 - 
Cassava_ImpVar_14 


Dummies for the use of specific improved cassava varieties 
 


   


Credit 
  







Category Question Notes 
q1105 Do you keep track (in writing or in your head) of how much you have spent on 


agricultural inputs for cassava in total in the last 12 months? 


 


q1106 Have you ever compared whether your production costs are more or less than 
the amount you would need to spend to buy the same amount of cassava on the 
market? 


 


q1104 If you were to take this opportunity, would you be able to obtain credit to buy 
this fertilizer? 


 


Credit_Purchase Used credit to purchase inputs in the last 12 months 
 


   


Cassava yield 
  


Yield_1a Cassava Yield (Harvest Per Hectare (ton/ha) based on plots where cassava was 
the most important crop grown in the last 12 months) 


Excluding failed harvest (0 kg) & 
including farmers who did not harvest 
yet 


Yield_1b Cassava Yield (Harvest Per Hectare (ton/ha) based on hectares of land on which 
cassava was planted in the last completed season A and season B) 


Excluding failed harvest (0 kg) & 
including farmers who did not harvest 
yet 


Yield_1a3 Cassava Yield (Harvest Per Hectare (ton/ha) based on plots where cassava was 
the most important crop  grown in the last 12 months) 


Including failed harvest (0 kg) & 
including farmers who did not harvest 
yet 


Yield_1b3 Cassava Yield (Harvest Per Hectare (ton/ha) based on hectares of land on which 
cassava was planted in the last completed season A and season B) 


Including failed harvest (0 kg) & 
including farmers who did not harvest 
yet 


Yield_2 Approximately, how many kilos of cassava do you harvest from a typical plant? Approximate based on the number of 
tubers 


Yield_3 Cassava Yield based on Ton Per Plant & Distancing Of Plants (ton/ha) 
 


   


Cassava Output 
  


HH_CassHarvest HH Harvested Cassava In The Last 12 Months Indicator for a (partly) successful 
harvest 







Category Question Notes 
Cassava_Harvest_excl Cassava Harvest In Kg In The Last 12 Months Excluding failed harvest (0 kg) & 


including farmers who did not harvest 
yet  


Cassava_Harvest_incl Cassava Harvest In Kg In The Last 12 Months Including failed harvest (0 kg) & 
including farmers who did not harvest 
yet  


Cassava_LandSize Total number of hectares of land on which cassava was planted in the last 
completed season A and season B 


 


Cassava_PlotSize Total number of hectares of plots on which cassava was the most important crop 
grown in the last 12 months 


 


q712_1 Have you sold any of cassava over the course of the last 12 months? 
 


Cassava_HarvSold Kilo's of cassava sold as a percentage of the total harvest 
 


   


Other crops 
  


Cassava Cassava is one of the 4 most important crops that were harvested in the last 12 
months 


Include failed crops as well if it’s one of 
the 4 most important ones 


Beans Beans are one of the 4 most important crops that were harvested in the last 12 
months 


Include failed crops as well if it’s one of 
the 4 most important ones 


Sorghum Sorghum is one of the 4 most important crops that were harvested in the last 12 
months 


Include failed crops as well if it’s one of 
the 4 most important ones 


Maize Maize is one of the 4 most important crops that were harvested in the last 12 
months 


Include failed crops as well if it’s one of 
the 4 most important ones 


Soybeans Soybeans are one of the 4 most important crops that were harvested in the last 
12 months 


Include failed crops as well if it’s one of 
the 4 most important ones 


IrishPotatoes Irish potatoes are one of the 4 most important crops that were harvested in the 
last 12 months 


Include failed crops as well if it’s one of 
the 4 most important ones 


Rice Rice is one of the 4 most important crops that were harvested in the last 12 
months 


Include failed crops as well if it’s one of 
the 4 most important ones 


Groundnuts Groundnuts are one of the 4 most important crops that were harvested in the 
last 12 months 


Include failed crops as well if it’s one of 
the 4 most important ones 







Category Question Notes 
Cassava_CultLand2 % Of Land Cultivated With Cassava Divided by twice the total plot size if 


crop was planted in both season A and 
B to avoid percentages above 100 


Beans_Land2 % Of Land Cultivated With Beans Divided by twice the total plot size if 
crop was planted in both season A and 
B to avoid percentages above 100 


Sorghum_Land2 % Of Land Cultivated With Sorghum Divided by twice the total plot size if 
crop was planted in both season A and 
B to avoid percentages above 100 


Maize_Land2 % Of Land Cultivated With Maize Divided by twice the total plot size if 
crop was planted in both season A and 
B to avoid percentages above 100 


Soybeans_Land2 % Of Land Cultivated With Soybeans Divided by twice the total plot size if 
crop was planted in both season A and 
B to avoid percentages above 100 


Beans_Yield Beans Yield (Harvest Per Hectare (ton/ha) based on hectares of land on which 
cassava was planted in the last completed season A and season B) 


 


IrishPotatoes_Yield Irish Potatoes Yield (Harvest Per Hectare (ton/ha) based on hectares of land on 
which cassava was planted in the last completed season A and season B) 


 


Rice_Yield Rice Yield (Harvest Per Hectare (ton/ha) based on hectares of land on which 
cassava was planted in the last completed season A and season B) 


 


Sorghum_Yield Sorghum Yield (Harvest Per Hectare (ton/ha) based on hectares of land on which 
cassava was planted in the last completed season A and season B) 


 


Groundnuts_Yield Groundnuts Yield (Harvest Per Hectare (ton/ha) based on hectares of land on 
which cassava was planted in the last completed season A and season B) 


 


Maize_Yield Maize Yield (Harvest Per Hectare (ton/ha) based on hectares of land on which 
cassava was planted in the last completed season A and season B) 


 


Soybeans_Yield Soybeans Yield (Harvest Per Hectare (ton/ha) based on hectares of land on 
which cassava was planted in the last completed season A and season B) 


 


   







Category Question Notes 
Income and subjective 
well-being 


  


Total_Inc Total income in the past 12 months TotalNet_FarmInc + Total_OtherInc 
Total_HHInc Total HH Income Per Adult Equivalent Unit In Last 12 Months 


 


TotalNet_FarmInc Net Total Farm Income In Last 12 Months Crops_ProdValue - Total_Exp 
Total_OtherInc  Total Other Income In The Last 12 Months What was your household’s net profit 


(including in kind payments) from 
other activities in the last 12 months? 


NetProfit_Hectare Net Profit Per Hectares Of Land TotalNet_FarmInc/TotalPlotSize 
assetpca PCA index of household assets Relative to DHS 2010 data 
housepca PCA index of dwelling materials Weights constructed using EICV 2011 
TLU Tropical Livestok Unit Weighted index for livestock 
hiredlabor2 Dummy hh used hired labor for harvest of crops Based on q704 (how did your 


household harvest?) 
q1501 Concerning your current standard of living, which of the following is true? Answers based on having enough to 


fulfill daily needs (1 to 3, the more the 
better) 


q1503 Taken all things together how would you say things are going for you these 
days? 


0 to 3, the more the better 
   


Cassava income 
  


Cassava_MPrice Mean price of cassava Average of highest and lowest price for 
harvest sold in the past 12 months 


q716_1_1 What was the highest price per kilogrammes sold at this outlet? 
 


q716_2_1 What was the lowest price per kilogrammes sold at this outlet? 
 


Cassava_PriceDiff Mean difference In Minimum & Maximum Cassava Price 
 


Cassava_ProdValue_incl Cassava Production Value (Price Median Per District) Including failed harvest (0 kg) & 
including farmers who did not harvest 
yet 







Category Question Notes 
Cassava_ProdValue_excl Cassava Production Value (Price Median Per District) Excluding failed harvest (0 kg) & 


including farmers who did not harvest 
yet  


Crops_ProdValue Total Value Of Crops Produced In Last 12 Months (Median Prices Per District) If more than 35 price obs are available    


Food security 
  


Food_Consumption Food Consumption Last 7 Days valued at median price per district 
 


FoodCons_AdultEqSize Food Consumption Last 7 Days valued at median price per district per adult 
equivalent unit 


 


Months_NotSufficient Nr. Of Months Of Not Sufficient Food Access In The Last 12 Months 
 


CopingStr_Index Coping Strategies Index 
 


q1203 Yesterday, how many times did the adults in this household eat?  
 


q1204 Yesterday, how many times did the children (<15 year old) in this household eat? 
 


FoodCons_Score Food Consumption Score 
 


Poor_FCS Dum. FCS 0-21 
 


Borderline_FCS Dum. FCS 21.5 - 35 
 


Acceptable_FCS Dum. FCS >35 
 


WH_Moderately_Undernou
rished 


Moderately undernourished child according to weight for height Using WHO ANTHRO software, z-score 
< -3 


WH_Severely_Undernouris
hed 


Severly undernourished child according to weight for height Using WHO ANTHRO software, -3 < z-
score < -2 


_zwfl Z-score for weight for height of children Using WHO ANTHRO software 
H_Moderately_Undernouris
hed 


Moderately undernourished child according to height for age Using WHO ANTHRO software, z-score 
< -3 


H_Severely_Undernourishe
d 


Severly undernourished child according to height for age Using WHO ANTHRO software, -3 < z-
score < -2 


_zlen Z-score for height for age of children Using WHO ANTHRO software 
W_Moderately_Undernouri
shed 


Moderately undernourished child according to weight for age Using WHO ANTHRO software, z-score 
< -3 







Category Question Notes 
W_Severely_Undernourishe
d 


Severly undernourished child according to weight for age Using WHO ANTHRO software, -3 < z-
score < -2 


_zwei Z-score for weight for age of children Using WHO ANTHRO software 
Stunting Dum. Female Resp. Height < 145cm 


 


Underweight Dum. Female Resp. Weight < 45 kg 
 


BMI Body Mass Index Of One Female Household Member In Reproductive Age 
 


Overweight Dum. Female Resp. BMI > 25 Kg 
 


Mildly_Thin Dum. Female Resp. BMI = 17.0 - 18.4 Kg 
 


Moderately_Thin Dum. Female Resp. BMI = 16.0 - 16.9 Kg  
 


Severely_Thin Dum. Female Resp. BMI < 16.0 Kg 
 


   


Nutrition 
  


ener_ad Energie adequacy 
 


carb_ad Carb adequacy 
 


prot_ad Proteine adequacy 
 


Ca_ad Calcium adequacy 
 


Fe_ad iron adequacy 
 


Zn_ad Zinc adequacy 
 


A_ad Vitamin A adequacy 
 


B1_ad Vitamin B1 adequacy 
 


B2_ad Vitamin B2 adequacy 
 


B3_ad Vitamin B3 adequacy 
 


B6_ad Vitamin B6 adequacy 
 


B9_ad Vitamin B9 adequacy 
 


B12_ad Vitamin B12 adequacy 
 


C_ad Vitamin C adequacy 
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Annex XV: Dutch food security policy 
 
This annex describes the Dutch food security policy centrally and the way it is implemented decentrally  
by the Embassy of the Kingdom of the Netherlands (EKN) for Rwanda in Kigali decentrally through the 
Multi annual strategic plans (MASPs). 


Contents 
1.1 Dutch food security policy (centrally) ........................................................................................... 1 


1.2 EKN food security policy in Rwanda (decentrally) ........................................................................ 2 


 


1.1 Dutch food security policy (centrally) 


The central Dutch Food Security Policy 2012-2015 (Policy letter 2011) of the Dutch ministry of Foreign 
Affairs focuses on four pillars for all partner countries: (1) increased sustainable agricultural production, 
(2) access to better nutrition, (3) more efficient markets, and (4) a better business climate. The annual 
expenditure on food security was raised from € 160 million in 2011 to € 435 million in 2015. 


At first the evaluation period 2012-2015 of this study was covered by the Dutch food security policy letter 
2011 of the ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Multi Annual Strategic Plan (MASP) 2012-2015 of EKN. 
However on 18 November 2014 a new policy letter on food security was published by the Dutch ministry 
of Foreign Affairs. In the meantime EKN also drew up a new MASP, covering the period 2014-2017. That 
is why IOB had asked us to also take into consideration the highlights of the new food security policy 
(paragraph 1.2) and the new MASP (2014-2017) as reference points for this evaluation.  


New Food Security Letter 2014 


The new Food Security Letter 2014 focuses on three pillars: (1) elimination of current hunger and 
malnutrition, (2) promotion of inclusive and sustainable growth of the agricultural sector, and (3) 
realization of ecological sustainable food systems. 


Although the Food Security Letter 2014 builds upon Dutch Food Security Policy 2012-2015, several aspects 
have gained more or new attention in the letter, while other aspects have lost attention. First, while the 
first pillar of the Food Security Letter 2014 was mostly incorporated in Dutch Food Security Policy 2012-
2015, the new letter additionally relates nutrition of young children and mothers to sexual and 
reproductive health and rights of (young) women. Furthermore, the letter has a larger focus on 
interventions that promote stability to increase the ability of local communities to cope with external 
shocks such as droughts and price fluctuations. Especially stability interventions such as risk management, 
insurance, social security systems, and climate adaption will be focal points.  


Second, the pillar ‘Promotion of inclusive and sustainable growth of the agricultural sector’ was also 
largely covered in the pillars 1, 3 and 4 of the Dutch Food Security Policy 2012-2015. However, the policy 
letter 2014 has an additional focus on stimulating young and female entrepreneurs to start a business in 
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the agricultural sector. Furthermore, the new policy letter no longer pays attention to stimulating the 
financial sector (credit and saving) and pays less attention to infrastructure.  


Third, the Food Security Letter 2014 specifically addresses climate change, degradation of ecosystems, 
and exhaustion of water sources in its third pillar: Realization of ecological sustainable food systems. 
Although the intensification of agricultural sector to increase sustainable production was already a focal 
point in the Dutch Food Security Policy 2012-2015, in the new policy letter additional attention is paid to 
making consumption patterns more sustainable and reducing food waste. In addition, there is increased 
interest in climate change adaptation and the reduction of carbon emissions. Climate change 
considerations will be incorporated in all activities. Sustainable development of the livestock business is 
also given specific attention. Overall, key concepts with respect to the third pillar are the ‘local context’, 
‘diversity’ and ‘custom-made policies’. Therefore, the new policy letter is more regionally focused.  


 


1.2 EKN food security policy in Rwanda (decentrally) 
The food security policy of the EKN is based on the Multi Annual Strategic Plans (MASP) 2012-2015 (2011) 
and 2014-2017. We will describe them briefly below. 


MASP 2012-2015 
EKN describes the objective of the food security programme as follows in the Multi Annual Strategic Plan 
2012-2015: “more food and nutrition security in Rwanda”. To reach this objective, several intermediary 
outcomes are identified as relevant such as post-harvest losses should be reduced, so that more food and 
food of better quality reaches the consumer (“more efficient markets”). Also, people who grow little or 
no food need income to buy it and vulnerable groups need enough nutrition (“better access to healthy 
food”). This is particularly challenging for the “growing number of landless Rwandans that cannot be fully 
absorbed by growth in the private sector”1. EKN wants to contribute to these country outcomes through 
(1) an improved enabling environment for (post-harvest) agri-business and (2) better access to healthy 
food for very young children. Figure 3-1 presents the intervention logic of EKN. 


It is expected by EKN that an improved enabling environment will lead to more and better organized agri-
business, especially agro-processing, (commercial) storage and food-related trade. This will increase the 
likelihood that harvest reaches the consumer. Also, rural people with little or no access to land and unable 
to grow their own food will have more chance to find a job, gain an income and become food secure. 
Cooperatives of small farmers are part of our definition of agri-business.  


                                                           
1 Embassy of the Kingdom of the Netherlands, Kigali Multi-annual strategic plan (EKN MASP) 2012 – 2015, page 7.  
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Figure 3-1: Food security intervention logic, Source: MASP 2012 – 2015 


 


MASP 2014-2017 


In the new MASP 2014-2017 of EKN, similar embassy outcomes are desired as in MASP 2012-2015. 
However, small differences per outcome can be observed. First, MASP 2012-2015 focused on access to 
reliable and affordable energy as part of output 1 of the intervention logic (fig. 3-1). Nevertheless, this 
focus will be phased out during the time period 2014-2017 based on the new Dutch policy letter. 
Therefore, renewable electricity generation projects will no longer be supported by EKN, which also 
affects one of the projects in the portfolio (1994 Electricity Access Roll-out Program, EARP). The project 
already had two follow-up projects EARP I and EARP II. As from 2017 further projects under EARP will not 
be financed by EKN.  
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Regarding outcome 2, EKN provides clearer policy goals in MASP 2014-2017. In 2014, the Agri-business 
Sector Development Facility (in 2012 indicated as Front Office Fund) is supposed to focus specifically on 
Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs), while in 2012 all companies were targeted. Furthermore, EKN will 
continue to strengthen government agencies, but will also explore the possibility of linking up knowledge 
institutes to this activity in the 2014-2017 period. Additionally, output 2.5 ‘Strengthened fora for 
discussion’ is not mentioned in the new MASP.  


Outcome 3 of MASP 2014-2017 is identical as before: ‘Increased access to healthy food for very young 
children’.  


Differences between MASP’s 2012-2015 and 2014-2017 


Overall, the new MASP has a larger focus on regional challenges. First of all, it pays attention to rising 
numbers for youth unemployment, which can be seen as an alternative pathway to further decrease food 
security. Therefore, EKN continues to focus on development of agri-business sector to provide more jobs 
for youth. Second, increasing land and water scarcity underscore the need of higher yields, productivity 
and regulation of land ownership. Whereas the regulation of land ownership was already addressed in 
MASP 2012-2015, the new MASP has a larger focus on increasing yields and productivity to increase food 
availability. Third, in MASP 2014-2017 EKN addresses inequality within the household in order to reduce 
the number of stunted (chronically malnourished) children. Moreover, gender will be mainstreamed into 
the programme where feasible. In the previous MASP these topics were not mentioned.  


Furthermore, MASP 2014-2017 points out several new challenges. To start, in the new MASP greater 
synergy between water and food security spearheads will be aimed for, as the agricultural sector is a 
major water user. Another challenge is, a new cross-cutting issue, climate/disaster risk reduction, which 
will be integrated in the food security programme (although not yet specified in what manner). It should 
be noted that MASP 2012-2015 already had a focus on climate change in the energy part of the 
programme, but this energy part will be phased out.  


MASP 2014-2017 has an additional focus on ‘Economic Development and Foreign Trade’. It uses the food 
security programme to reduce bottlenecks, infrastructure and capacity problems for the private sector by 
attracting Dutch investments. In addition, EKN will explore several options for new activities: deepen the 
focus on youth employment and further integrate Technical and Vocational Education and Training 
(TVET), one of the projects in the food security portfolio, in the food security programme; exploring 
opportunities for the Netherlands to add value to regional value chains; evaluate the sustainability of the 
land programme and increase the sustainability of EKN’s intervention at the local level; consider further 
support of the Joint Action Development Forum which was started in MASP 2012-2015; and further 
explore opportunities of joint EU programming in the field of nutrition, agriculture, and local economic 
development. It will also be discussed whether the EU can take over the Dutch efforts in the field of 
energy.  
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Annex XVI: Detailed design Focus Group Discussion (FGD) 
This Annex presents the design used for the Focus Group Discussions as an in-depth evaluation of the projects 
CATALIST-2 (24720), Consolidation of Marshlands (25059) and Access to Food for Young Children (25457).   
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1. Introduction 
PwC Netherlands and the Amsterdam Institute for International Development (AIID) are carrying out an 
impact evaluation of the Dutch food security programme in Rwanda, which is implemented by the 
Embassy of the Kingdom of the Netherlands (EKN) in Kigali.  


Food security is a priority in the Dutch development cooperation policy and was implemented as such in 
2011. In the Multi Annual Strategic Plan of EKN the objective of the food security programme was 
described as follows: “more food and nutrition security in Rwanda”.  


To reach this objective, several intermediary outcomes were identified as relevant: post-harvest losses 
should be reduced, so that more food and food of better quality reaches the consumer (“more efficient 
markets”). Also, people who grow little or no food need income to buy it and vulnerable groups need 
enough nutrition (“better access to healthy food”). This is particularly challenging for the “growing 
number of landless Rwandans that cannot be fully absorbed by growth in the private sector”.  


It is expected that an improved enabling environment will lead to more and better organized agri-
business, especially agro-processing, (commercial) storage and food-related trade. This will increase the 
likelihood that harvest reaches the consumer. Also, rural people with little or no access to land and unable 
to grow their own food will have more chance to find a job, gain an income and become food secure. 
Cooperatives of small farmers are part of the definition of agri-business. 


The food security programme of EKN Kigali is presented by the intervention logic (please refer to the 
Analysis Plan). The intervention logic consists of 2 parts: 


1. Strengthening the agri-business sector 
• Improved infrastructure in all segments of the food supply chain 
• Strengthened capacity of all public and private actors involved in the food supply chain  
2. Reducing chronic malnutrition in very young children 


The Dutch food security programme for Rwanda consists of 15 separate projects. The programme aims to 
achieve 3 major outputs: 


• Improved infrastructure (roads, electricity, land) to produce, process, distribute and prepare food 
• Strengthened capacity of government agencies, private sector, and discussion fora.  
• Increased access to healthy food for very young children. 


Preparation field visit and Focus group Discussion 
The project is currently in the end line phase of the evaluation. During this stage PwC Netherlands and 
AIID will travel to Rwanda to assess the development and results of the 15 projects. PwC Netherlands’ 
field visit will take place between 2 -10 March 2016. PwC Netherlands will interview all the project 
implementers of the 15 projects (refer to Annex 1 for an overview of the projects). In addition we will 
have focus group discussions (FGDs) for the three projects listed in table 1.  
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In total 8 Focus Group Discussions will take place. PwC Netherlands will lead the FGDs for the 2 projects:  


• 25059 - Consolidation of Marshland Development 
• 25457 - Access to Food for Young Children. 


We would like PwC Rwanda to lead the 6 FGDs of the project: 


• 24720 – CATALIST-2. 


However we would also need the assistance of PwC Rwanda to help us with facilitating and translation 
during the 2 projects. The first FGDs for CATALIST-2 (preferably in Muhanga) will be conducted together 
by PwC Rwanda and PwC Netherlands to assist and give feedback where needed. The additional 5 FGDs 
for CATALIST-2 will then be carried out by PwC Rwanda. 


Project 
number 


Implementing 
organization Project Title 


Number of 
Focus Group 
Discussion 


Location Date Assistance PwC 
Rwanda 


25059 Deutsche 
Welthungerhilfe 
e.V 
 


Consolidation of 
Marshland 
Development 


1 Muhanga 
district 


9 March 1 colleague needed 
to assist with 
facilitation / 
translation / 
reporting 


25457 UNICEF Rwanda 
 
 


Access to Food for 
Young Children 


1 Muhanga 
district 


8 March 1 (female) 
colleague needed 
to help with 
facilitation / 
translation / 
reporting 


24720 


CATALIST-2 
IFDC Rwanda 
 
 


Food Security: 
agribusiness cluster 
development, market 
integration and 
agricultural 
intensification 


6 
(3 per village) 


1. Muhanga 
district 
(Cyeza sector,  
Binunga 
village) 
 
2. Nyanza 
district 
(Busoro 
sector, 
Masangano 
village) 


7 March 
 
 
 
 
 
8 March 
 


2 colleagues 
needed to facilitate 
the discussion & 
take notes for the 
report 
 
2 colleagues 
needed to facilitate 
the discussion & 
take notes for the 
report 


Table 1: Schedule Focus Group Discussions 
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Target group FGD 
Project 
number 


Implementing 
organization Project Title Target Group Number of 


Participants 
25059 Deutsche 


Welthungerhilfe 
e.V 
 


Consolidation of 
Marshland 
Development 


• Cooperative members (farmers) 
• Users of the erosion protected 


hillside and bench terrace 


5 cooperative 
members 
5 users 


25457 UNICEF Rwanda  Access to Food for 
Young Children 


Mothers with children under 2 
years: 
• whose children under 2 years are 


chronically malnourished 
• attend at least 4 ANC visits 


during their most recent 
pregnancy 


 


8 – 12 mothers 


24720 


IFDC Rwanda, 
Ibakwe and 
Caritas 
 
 


CATALIST-2 
Food Security: 
agribusiness cluster 
development, market 
integration and 
agricultural 
intensification 


Per village: 
• FGD 1: male project 


participants only 
• FGD 2: female project 


participants only 
• FGD 3: non-participants, 


who either own no land of 
their own, or do own land 
(less than 2 hectares) on 
which they grow cassava 


 


8-12 participants 
per FGD 


Table 2: Target group Focus Group Discussions 


 General approach FGDs 
The goal of these FGDs is to have a better understanding of the information that is presented in the reports 
and also to test whether these findings resonate with the target group of the selected projects. General 
issues to be addressed during the discussions are:  


• assessment of the theory of change (did the project contribute to improved food security?); 
• mapping of the observed results of the intervention on the direct target group (what was the 


impact of the project on the target group? Has their situation changed / improved?) ; 
• mapping of the effect of the intervention on the indirect target group (who else has been 


effected by the project (family members/ neighbours etc.) and in what way? And what was 
the impact of the project on the indirect beneficiaries?); 


• identification of external factors (what other factors influenced the project and in what way 
(lower food prices / weather etc.)? ) 
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2.1 Programme Focus Group Discussion 
Before the start of the FGD the PwC staff will walk around the project location to have a better idea of the 
project, the village and impact on the local people. In addition this walk around helps to have an objective 
view on the impact of the project and to be not only dependent on the information that the project 
implementers will provide.  


For the 3 projects there will be a formal moment to interview staff members of the project to learn from 
them about the impact of the project on the target group and the village. The third stage will be to have 
a guided tour by the staff of the project implementers to give them the opportunity to show us around. 
In the case of the CATALIST-2 project we aim to have a brief interview and guided tour (max 1,5 hours) 
prior to the FGDs in both villages, because of the tight time frame. The fourth stage will be the actual 
Focus Group Discussion. 


 


2.1.1 Schedule Focus Group Discussions 
Date Location Project Time Programme Team 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7 
March 
2016 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Muhanga 
(Cyeza 
sector,  
Binunga 
village) 
 


24720 
CATALIST-2 
 
Partners: 
IFDC 
Rwanda, 
Ibakwe and 
Caritas 
 


8.00 –  
8.30  


Walk around PwC NL + PwC 
Rwanda 


8.30 –  
9.00 


Meet with staff project + make 
arrangements location FGD (chairs / 
flip overs etc.) 


PwC NL (P&B) + 
PwC Rwanda 


9.00 –  
9.30  


Interview with staff project PwC NL + PwC 
Rwanda 


9.30 – 
10.00 


Guided tour by staff project PwC NL + PwC 
Rwanda 


10.00 – 
12.00  


FGD 1: male project participants only PwC NL + PwC 
Rwanda 


12.30 – 
14.30 


FGD 2: female project participants only PwC Rwanda 


15.00 – 
17.00  


FGD 3: non-participants PwC Rwanda 


Muhanga 24371 & 
25542 
Infrastruc-
ture field 
visit 
 
Partners: 
LODA 
 
 


12.15-
12.45u 


Drive to LODA location   
 
 
 
PwC NL (Pauline 
& Bas) 


12.45 – 
13.00 


Walk around 


13.00 – 
13.30 


Meet with staff project 


13.30 – 
14.30  


Interview with local staff/ or local 
authorities 


14.30 – 
16.30  


Drive through project site 


  


1. Walk 
around


2. Interview 
staff project


3. Guided tour 
by project 


staff


4. Focus 
Group 


Discussion
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8 
March 
2016 
 
 
(NOTE: 
it is 
interna-
tional 
women’
s day) 
 
 
 


Muhanga 25457 Access to 
Food for Young 
Children  
 
Partners: 
UNICEF Rwanda 


8.30 – 
9.00 


Walk around  
 
 
PwC NL  
(Pauline Mbundu) 
+  
PwC Rwanda  
(Carol Birungi) 


  9.00 –  
10.00  


Interview with staff project  


 10.00 – 
11.30 


Guided tour by staff project 
 


 


11.30 – 
12.00 


Make arrangements location FGD 
(chairs / flip overs etc.) 


 


13.00 – 
16.00 


FGD: Mothers with children under 2 
years: 
• whose children under 2 years are 


chronically malnourished 
• attend at least 4 Ante-Natal Clinic 


(ANC) visits during their most 
recent pregnancy 


 


Nyanza 
(Busoro 
sector, 
Masangan
o village) 


24720 CATALIST-
2 
 
Partners: 
IFDC Rwanda, 
Ibakwe and 
Caritas 
 


8.00 –  
8.30  


Walk around PwC Rwanda 


8.30 –  
9.00 


Meet with staff project + make 
arrangements location FGD (chairs / 
flip overs etc.) 


9.00 –  
9.30  


Interview with staff project 


9.30 – 
10.00 


Guided tour by staff project  


10.00 – 
12.00  


FGD 1: male project participants 
only 


12.30 – 
14.30 


FGD 2: female project participants 
only 


15.00 – 
17.00  


FGD 3: non-participants 


9 
March 


Muhanga 25059 
Consolidation of 
Marshland 
Development 
 
Partners:  
Deutsche 
Welthungerhilfe 
e.V 


8.00 –  
8.30  


Walk around PwC NL  
(Pauline Mbundu) 
+  
 
PwC Rwanda 
(Carol Birungi) 
 


8.30 –  
9.30  


Interview with staff project 


9.30 –
10.30 


Interview with government official 


10.30 – 
12.30 


Guided tour by staff project 
 


13.00 – 
16.00 


FGD: 
• Cooperative members (farmers) 
• Users of the erosion protected 


hillside and bench terrace 
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2.2 Roles & script FGD 
For the FGD we will use the semi-structured interview structure. It is supposed to be an open 
conversation with open and partly closed questions. PwC will facilitate the interviews and be responsible 
to get sufficient input from the participants, keep the conversation going and take notes.  


One facilitator serves as the “lead” and guides the overall focus group process and discussions. This 
facilitator will also respond to any participants’ needs related to comfort (including need for breaks, 
refreshments etc.). The other facilitator has the responsibility for recording the group discussion by audio 
tape, translate when necessary and he/she takes notes in English/French. A summary of the FGD needs 
to be made for which an instruction is included in the appendix (or a separate part).  


As a facilitator, it is important that you encourage feedback and discussion of key points raised by all 
members of the group. In doing that, always try to remain neutral to the discussion, so concentrate on 
the group, rather than the content of the discussion. A good facilitator has the following skills: 


1. Set the tone: participants should have fun and feel good about the session; 


2. Display leadership: provide a focus for and direction to the group discussion. Maintain order of 
the group discussion; 


3. Make sure everybody’s opinion is heard. Allow new ideas to be submitted even if they seem 
awkward in the beginning; 


4. Provide guidance to participants who dominate the group. There are always participants who like 
to speak a lot. Make sure everybody has a say and involve quieter group members; 


5. Address any concerns or issues participants raise that may affect the quality and flow of the group 
discussion; 


6. Try to get full answers. Ask the reason why people say things; 


7. Discourage participants from talking at the same time, or dominating the discussion; 


8. Ensure that all contributions to the discussion are treated equally and that nobody is criticized for 
his/her input. There are no right or wrong opinions; 


9. Deal with “problem participants” whose behaviour may have a detrimental impact on the overall 
group process; 


10. Keep track of the time and try not to exceed time limits. The facilitator who takes notes and makes 
sure the conversation is recorded, can make sure time is kept. 
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2.2.1 Facilitator tasks 
A. Get all materials in place (20 min by one person, prior to start FGD meeting)  
B. Registration (15 min) 
C. Introduction facilitators (10 min) 
D. Introduction participants (15 min) 
E. Focus Group Discussion (70 min) 
F. Wrap-up and thank you to participants, hand out token gifts (10 min) 
G. Translating, summary & report writing 


A. CHECKLIST MATERIAL [20 MIN PRIOR TO START ] 


Before the start of the FGD all materials should be in place. Check the location and setting of chairs etc. If 
needed make arrangements. For the discussion it is best to sit in a circle with all participants. Remember 
to bring the following materials with you for each FGD: 


1. Participation list  
2. Posters [3-4x] 
3. Scotch tape 
4. Stickers [12x green (women) and 12x blue (men)]  
5. Markers [4x] 
6. Snacks (for all participants) 
7. Tape recorder [2x] 
8. Batteries 
9. Note pads and pens for facilitators / laptop 
10. Flip-over paper 
11. Clock/mobile phone 
12. Incentives. 


B. REGISTRATION [15 MIN] 


As participants come in:  


- Welcome them, 
- Register their names on the FGD Registration Form, 
- Share the refreshments / snacks with the participants 
- Ask them to take place. 


C. INTRODUCTION FACILITATORS [10 MIN] 


Each FGD starts with an introduction. It is important that you: 


- Make participants feel comfortable  
- Briefly introduce yourselves and your role in the FGD 
- Explain the aim of the Focus Group Discussion (tell what the evaluation is about, the broader 


context of the project, the role of the target group and that we want to know what their 
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experience has been with the project) => be careful not to ‘give away’ the results of the project, 
those should be told by the beneficiaries themselves 


- Ensure anonymity 


You can read out the following to the respondents: 


The discussions we will have together today are about different topics related to food security and the 
influence this project has had in it. Some of you will see a direct link with access to food, some of you will 
not. I want to make sure you all know that during the discussion today there are no good or bad answers 
or opinions. I want to get an idea of what you think about the project, whether you have been involved 
and how, and the reasons why or why not it has changed your access to food. Every one of you will get a 
chance to talk. All information you give us today will be treated confidentially and we will not use your 
names in any report. 


The reason why we are interested in your opinion is because we want to know more about what currently 
works well and what does not work well to improve access to food. That is the only way to improve things.   


[FACILITATOR 2 HANDS OUT THE STICKERS, GREEN FOR WOMEN, BLUE FOR MEN] 


As you can see we have some posters on which we would like you to put the stickers we have given you. 
Each poster asks a different question. For those that cannot read, look at the picture on the poster. If you 
do not understand the poster, please ask one of the facilitators. We will explain the posters one by one. 
After explaining one poster, you can put the sticker, after which we will discuss the topic of the poster in 
more detail. 


Flip-over 


During the FGD we will use flip-over paper to write down the topics / results that are mentioned by the 
participants. In that way they can see what has be summarized and we can be sure that something that 
has been written on the flip-over is agreed upon by the group. 


The facilitator will write on the flip-over and the colleague who takes note, will write it on the notes / 
laptop. 


D. INTRODUCTION PARTICIPANTS [15 MIN] 


Give participants the opportunity to briefly introduce themselves be telling: 


- Their name and occupation  
- Since when they are involved in the project 


Make sure that you keep this part short, but have enough time to give everybody the chance to hear 
who is participating in the discussion. 


E. FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION (70 MIN) 
Start with general questions using the topic list below.  
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General topic list for direct beneficiaries’ FGD 


• Background in relation to the project: 
o Name and occupation 
o type and size of farm/business / number of children / number of infrastructure 
o household size and composition 
o main sources of income  
o How are food resources allocated among the household members? 


• Knowledge of the project and its intervention logic (in understandable terms, about activities and 
goals of the project) 


• Experience with the project: 
o What has the interviewee seen of the project? 
o Has he or she participated actively? 
o What did that participation consist of? 
o What were the effects of participation? 


 Intermediary effects, i.e. learnings from participation, new insights 
 Effects on business/income/food security 


o Which effects were there apart from participation? 
 Intermediary effects, i.e. learnings from participation, new insights 
 Effects on business/income/food security 


o How did the project affect the livelihoods of direct beneficiaries?  
• What are strengths of the project? What went well? Why? 
• What are weaknesses of the project? What did not go so well? Why? 
• On balance, does the interviewee consider the project to be successful? 
• If similar projects are implemented in the future, what could be improved to make them more 


effective? 
• Identification of external factors: 


o What other factors influenced the project and in what way (lower food prices / weather 
etc.)? 


o What will happen if the project stops? 


CATALIST-2 / Consolidation of Marshlands FGD 


For projects involved in agriculture such as CATALIST-2 and Consolidaton of Marshlands, we propose to add 
the following questions for direct beneficiaries:  


• What crops do you grow? 
• How do farmers decide on what crops to grow? Do they use cost-benefit calculation based on 


expectations? How are these expectations formed (weather, current crop prices, et cetera)?  
• Which household members participate in the decisions on which crops to grow and in the decisions 


on how to spend the income earned?  
• How are food resources allocated among the household members?  
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• Why farmers have applied or have not applied the ISFM farming practices? (Catalist) 
• How were farmers in the cooperatives and Water Users’s prepared to consolidate the marshlands 


after the end of the ESIRU project in order to take over the important task of infrastructure 
maintenance? (Consolidation of Marshlands) 


• What tools and training did you receive in order to take over the maintenance of the project? 
(Consolidation of Marshlands) 


• Why they have or have not used the services (access to inputs, business planning, credit, forward 
contracting) put in place by the project?  


• How did the project affect the livelihoods of direct beneficiaries? Did it change your diet and access 
to food? 


• Did the project focus on the relevant factors for improving food security?  
• Are the changes to agricultural production sustainable? 
• What are the impacts of agricultural intensification on the households in the past five years? What 


are the positive impacts (e.g. lower food prices, more work opportunities, et cetera)? And what are 
the negative impacts (e.g. increased land rent, et cetera)?  


Indirect beneficiaries’ FGD 


• What crops do you grow? 
• How do farmers decide on what crops to grow? Do they use cost-benefit calculation based on 


expectations? How are these expectations formed (weather, current crop prices, et cetera)?  
• Which household members participate in the decisions on income earning activities and in the 


decisions on how to spend the income earned?  
• How are food resources allocated among the household members?  
• Who else has been effected by the project (family members/ neighbours etc.)? And in what way?  
• How did the food security situation of households change in the past five years? What are the driving 


factors behind these changes?  
• What was the impact of the project on the indirect beneficiaries?) 
• Identification of external factors: 


o What other factors influenced the project and in what way (lower food prices / weather 
etc.)? 


It is important to note that the above mentioned questions give guidance but should not be used in a rigid 
way. The facilitator should be flexible and provide enough time to the participants to answer questions 
and address topics that are relevant but may not be part of our questions. The discussion should be open 
and each participants should be given time to reflect and add their opinion to the conversation. 


The above questions can also be used for the interviews with staff members in order to make a 
comparison between the responses of the staff and beneficiaries. Besides the above topics and questions 
staff members will be asked questions regarding: 


• the implementation of the project,  
• the way the target group was involved 
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• impact of the project 
• things that went well and difficulties encountered during the project 
• other donor activities. 


Before the interviews, we will provide a list of specific questions to ask to the project implementers and 
their staff. In paragraph 3.3. we will present the posters that will be used during the FGD to make the 
conversation more lively. 


F. WRAP-UP (10 MIN) 
When it is time to finish the discussion, the facilitator who takes notes informs the facilitator responsible 
for the discussion.  


- Ask: Is there anything we have not discussed that seems relevant? 
- Ask: Would anyone like to make any final comments? 
- Thank all participants for their participation and hand out the token gifts. 


 
G. AFTER THE DISCUSSION 


• If possible, please make a picture of the posters.  
• After each focus group session the facilitators review and complete the notes taken during the FGD.  
• Together they list the key statements, ideas, and attitudes expressed for each topic of discussion. 
• The facilitators prepare a summary of the FGD (in English or French), including the records of the 


posters. This summary will be made according to a fixed format, which will be trained before the 
FGDs take place. 


In chapter 4 we will present a format for the report structure. 
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2.3 Posters CATALIST-2 / Consolidation of Marshlands 
2.3.1 Topic Focus – Use of and access to crops [10 minutes]  


Poster One 


We want to know whether you use agro-inputs. If you do not use agro-input, put one sticker in the column 
on the right [POINT OUT COLUMN]. If you do use agro-input, please put a sticker behind all the types of 
agro-input you currently use in the left column, so fertilizer, improved seeds, and other agro-input [POINT 
OUT COLUMN]. The second part of the poster we will complete together when we are discussing this topic. 


Poster 1: Use and access to agro-input 


I USE AGRO-INPUTS I DO NOT USE AGRO-INPUTS 


Fertilizer:  


 Improved seeds: 


Pesticides: 


Other: 


Main reasons: 


 


 


Main reasons for not using: 


 


 


 


QUESTIONS: 


- Do you use agro-input? [STICKERS] 
- What are the reasons for using agro-input? [LIST THE REASONS ON THE POSTER] 
- What are the reasons for not using agro-input? [LIST THE REASONS ON THE POSTER] 
- Has your agro-input use changed over the past 5 years? How? Why?   
- How do you make sure you have timely access to agro-input, in time for the planting season of 


your crop(s)? 
 
SUMMARIZE THE MAIN OUTCOMES ON TOPIC ONE USING THE POSTER. 
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2.3.2 Topic Focus – Subsistence or cash crop farming [10 minutes]  
Poster Two 


We want to know whether you produce mainly for own consumption or mainly for profit. You get 5 stickers 
and you can divide these stickers over the left (land used for own consumption) and the right (land used 
for profit). After that you will get stickers to show whether the two ways of farming have increased or 
decreased over the past few years. The last part of the poster we will complete together when we are 
discussing this topic. 


Poster 2: Subsistence (own consumption) or cash crop (profit) farming 


PART OF LAND USED FOR 
SUBSISTENCE FARMING  


PART OF LAND USED FOR CASH CROPS 


 


  


Over the past few years I increased: 


 


  


Main reasons increase or decrease 
subsistence farming: 


 


 


Main reasons increase or decrease cash 
crop farming: 


 


 


 
- What type of farmer are you? Do you produce for own consumption or for profit? Has this 


changed over the past 5 years? Why? Why not? 
 


Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
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2.3.3 Topic Focus – Farmer Organization Membership [10 minutes]  
Poster Three 


We want to know whether you are a member of a farmer organization. If you are a member of a farmer 
organization, put one sticker in the first column [POINT OUT COLUMN]. If you are not a member of a farmer 
organization, please put a sticker in the column on the left column [POINT OUT COLUMN]. The second part 
of the poster we will complete together when we are discussing this topic. 


Poster 3: Farmer Organization Membership 


I AM A MEMBER      I AM NOT A MEMBER    


  


Main reasons: 


 


 


Main reasons: 


 


 


 


QUESTIONS: 


- Who is a member of a farmer organization? [STICKERS] 
- What are the reasons for becoming a member of a farmer organization? [LIST THE REASONS ON 


THE POSTER] 
- What are the reasons for not becoming a member of a farmer organization? [LIST THE REASONS 


ON THE POSTER] 
- Do you buy agro-input through a farmer organization? Why, why not? 
- Is it cheaper to buy agro-input from a farmer organization? 


SUMMARIZE THE MAIN OUTCOMES ON TOPIC TWO USING THE POSTER 
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2.3.4 Topic Focus – Erosion [10 minutes] (Consolidation of Marshlands) 
Poster Four 


We want to know whether your land suffers from erosion. If you have problems of erosion, put one sticker 
in the first column [POINT OUT COLUMN]. If you do not have problems with erosion, please put a sticker 
in the column on the left column [POINT OUT COLUMN]. The second part of the poster we will complete 
together when we are discussing this topic. 


Poster 4: Erosion 


I HAVE PROBLEMS WITH EROSION      
I DO NOT HAVE PROBLEMS WITH 
EROSION    


  


Main reasons: 


 


Main reasons: 


 


 


TOOLS I RECEIVED TO COPE WITH 
EROSION 


MY OWN INITIATIVE TO COPE WITH 
EROSION 


  


QUESTIONS: 


- Has your land ever suffered from erosion? [STICKERS] 
- Did you participate in the erosion protection project and if yes, why? [LIST THE REASONS ON THE 


POSTER] 
- Has the project helped to protect your land / hillside from erosion? Why, why not? [LIST THE 


REASONS ON THE POSTER] 
- What tools did you receive to ?  
- Is it cheaper to buy agro-input from a farmer organization? 


SUMMARIZE THE MAIN OUTCOMES ON TOPIC TWO USING THE POSTER 
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2.4 Posters Access to food for young children 
2.4.1 Topic Focus – Signs of Malnutrition 


Poster One 


We want to know whether how many children you have under 2 years old and if they experience 
malnutrition. You get 5 stickers and you can divide these stickers over the left (chronical malnutrition every 
day / week) and no signs of malnutrition (three meals a day). After that you will get stickers to show 
whether the nutrition has increased or decreased over the past few years. The last part of the poster we 
will complete together when we are discussing this topic. 


Poster 1: Signs of malnutrition 


I AND MY CHILD(REN) EXPERIENCE 
MALNUTRITION 


I AND MY CHILD(EN) DO NOT 
EXPERIENCE MALNUTRION 


Number of children: Number of children: 


Number of children < 2: Number of children < 2: 


What do you children eat on a weekly 
bases? 


What do you children eat on a weekly 
bases? 


Daily diet children <2: Daily diet children <2: 


Main reasons malnutrition children <2: 


 


 


Main reasons for not experiencing 
malnutrition children <2: 


 


 


QUESTIONS: 


- How many children do you have? How many of them are under 2 years old? 
- What do you and your family eat on a weekly basis? [LIST THE FOOD INTAKE ON THE POSTER] 
- How many meals does your family eat a day? What do your children under 2 years old eat? 
- Do you grow your own food? Is your nutrition related to seasonal availability of food?  
- Do you or your children experience malnutrition? And if so why? [LIST THE REASONS ON THE 


POSTER] 
- If you or your children do not experience malnutrition? Why not? [LIST THE REASONS ON THE 


POSTER] 
SUMMARIZE THE MAIN OUTCOMES ON TOPIC ONE USING THE POSTER. 
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2.4.2 Topic Focus – Use of and access to Ante-Natal Clinic [10 minutes]  
Poster Two 


We want to know whether you use the Ante-Natal Clinics (ANC). If you do not use ANC, put one sticker in 
the column on the right [POINT OUT COLUMN]. If you do use ANC, please put a sticker behind the left 
column [POINT OUT COLUMN]. The second part of the poster we will complete together when we are 
discussing this topic. 


Poster 2: Use and access to Ante-Natal Clinic (ANC) 


I VISIT ANC I DO NOT VISIT ANC 


During pregnancy:  


 6 months after pregnancy: 


For check-up child under 2 years: 


More than 4 times: 


Other: 


Main reasons: 


 


 


Main reasons for not visiting: 


 


 


 


QUESTIONS: 


- Have you visit an ANC in the past 2 years? And if so, how often? [STICKERS] 
- What are the reasons for visiting ANC? [LIST THE REASONS ON THE POSTER] 
- What are the reasons for not visiting ANC? [LIST THE REASONS ON THE POSTER] 
- Have you received tools to cope with stunting / malnutrition of your child(ren)? How?  
- What kind of information did you receive? 
- Did that information help you? 
- Are there costs involved in a visit? 


SUMMARIZE THE MAIN OUTCOMES ON TOPIC ONE USING THE POSTER. 
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2.4.3 Topic Focus –  Participation Unicef activities[10 minutes]  
Poster Three 


We want to know whether you participated in the Unicef activities. You get 5 stickers and you can divide 
these stickers over the left (participated) and the right (did not participate). After that you will get stickers 
to show whether the nutrition has increased or decreased over the past few years. The last part of the 
poster we will complete together when we are discussing this topic. 


Poster 3: Participation Unicef activities 


I AND MY CHILD(REN) PARTICIPATED 
IN ACTIVITIES FROM UNICEF:  


I AND MY CHILD(REN) DID NOT 
PARTICIPATE IN ACTIVITIES FROM 
UNICEF:  


Name of activities: 


Frequency: 


 


Main reason not to participate: 


 


 


Over the past few years my access to food has increased: 


 


Increase: Yes / No 


Decrease: Yes / No 


Stable: 


Increase: Yes / No 


Decrease: Yes / No 


Stable: 


Main reasons increase or decrease 
access to food: 


Main reasons increase or decrease 
access to food: 


 
- What kind of activities does Unicef offer you?  
- Why did you and or you children participate in the activities? 
- Why did you not participate in the activities? 
- Did your experience improved access or decrease in access to food in the past 3 years? Why? 
- Did your knowledge about food / malnutrition increased since your participation? Why did it or 


Why not? 
SUMMARIZE THE MAIN OUTCOMES ON TOPIC ONE USING THE POSTER. 


Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
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Reporting 
For the reporting of the Focus Group Discussion we want you to receive one report in which you refer to 
all the Focus Group Discussions. For each Focus Group Discussion we would like you to use the following 
structure : 


1. Name of the FGD 


1.1  Introduction: 


 - for which project you conducted the FGD 
- where and when did you contact the FGD  
 


1.2 Organization details 
            - based on the interview with the project staff 
 
1.3 FGD Participants information 


1.4 Results FGD: 


          - Knowlegde of the project and its intervention logic 


          - Experience with the project 


          - Participation in project 


          - Impact on the livelihood  


1.5 Details posters FGD: 


 


 


Poster 1 – Use of Agro Inputs 


I use agro inputs                                √ I do not use agro inputs                × 


Fertilizer: 4 4 4 4 4  (5) 


                    4 4 4 4  (4) 


 


Improved Seeds: 4 4 4 4  (4) 


                                4 4 4 4 4 4  (6) 


Others:  4 4 4 4  (4) 


                 4 4 4 4 4 4  (6) 


Main Reasons 


• Improved yield 
• Higher harvest 
• Increase in acres cultivated 
• Improved planting method 
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1.6 Effectiveness project: 


a. To what extent is the anticipated pathway followed / have results been achieved? 
b. To what extent can changes be contributed to the project pathway, alternative pathways, or other 


factors? 
c. Up to what level (institutional outcome; hh outcome / proxy impact (food production, income, 


food prices, buffers), impact (food consumption, nutritional status) has the food security of 
targeted households improved? 


d. What is the evidence that food insecure people have been reached, directly or indirectly? How 
have women (female headed households, women in the households) benefited? 


 
1.7  Sustainability of the programme 


 Sustainability of the programme (institutional; environmental: especially climate change proof; 
political, financial; socio-economic) 


1.8 Unplanned, positive of negative, effects of the programme.  
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Annex XVII: Evaluation questions and hypotheses impact evaluation Rwanda 
 
This annex presents the extended evaluation questions and hypotheses that were add to the original 
four evaluation questions by IOB in November 2015.  


Contents 
1.1 Evaluation questions ..................................................................................................................... 1 


1.2 Hypotheses ................................................................................................................................... 2 


 


1.1 Evaluation questions 
1. Composition and motivation of the Dutch FS programme 2012-2015 (paragraph 3.3): 


a. What is the link between the Dutch strategy and the (broader) analysis of food 
insecurity in the country?  


b. Overview of projects in the FS portfolio (working on availability? access? income? 
nutrition? markets? etc.)  


c. What is the synthesis of the followed impact pathways  and underlying assumptions? 
2. Instruments, coherence and synergy (paragraph 3.4): 


a. What instruments and channels are used (central-decentral, bilateral, multilateral; 
government, NGO, private sector)? 


b. What is the coherence and synergy of the Dutch food security programme? 
i. Between Dutch FS projects (delegated and central)  


ii. Between Dutch programme and programmes of the national government and 
other donors 


iii. Between Dutch FS programme and other Dutch policies and programmes? Has 
the programme also resulted in increased involvement of (Dutch) private sector, 
(Dutch) trade and (Dutch) investment? What are the conditions for a win-win 
situation in a public private partnership? 


iv. What has the Dutch embassy done in terms of ‘food diplomacy’ or economic 
diplomacy related to food security? Descriptive analysis, few examples, not 
necessarily related to one activity. 


3. Effectiveness (paragraph 3.5): 
a. To what extent is the anticipated pathway followed / have results been achieved? 
b. To what extent can changes be contributed to the project pathway, alternative 


pathways, or other factors? 
c. Up to what level (institutional outcome; hh outcome / proxy impact (food production, 


income, food prices, buffers), impact (food consumption, nutritional status) has the food 
security of targeted households improved? 


d. What is the evidence that food insecure people have been reached, directly or 
indirectly? How have women (female headed households, women in the households) 
benefited? 


4. Costs and efficiency (paragraph 3.6): 
a. How many direct and indirect beneficiaries have been reached? 
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b. How does project expenditure compare to the number of beneficiaries? 
c. What can be concluded on the value of effects per beneficiary, and about their cost-


effectiveness? 
 


Next to the above mentioned evaluation questions we were asked by IOB to describe: 


5. Sustainability of the programme (institutional; environmental: especially climate change proof; 
political, financial; socio-economic) (paragraph 3.7): 


6. Unplanned, positive of negative, effects of the programme. (paragraph 3.8): 
7. Approach for portfolio evaluation (paragraph 3.2):  


 


1.2 Hypotheses 


In the end line phase IOB requested the evaluation teams of all the country evaluations1 to formulate 
impact and approach hypotheses. During a workshop organized by IOB on 24 November 2015 a set of 
hypotheses was proposed and is further elaborated in this section. 


Impact hypotheses 


For the Rwanda country evaluation two major assumptions are made in the food security programme. 
The first one is that agriculture is a very important component of the Rwandan economy and employs 
many people, and as such, secondly, focusing on any activity dealing with farmers will have an impact on 
food security. The third assumption is that an increase in households’ revenues (e.g. through the HIMO 
approach or better access to markets) would result in improved food. Summarizing, these headline 
programme assumptions are: 


1. Projects that contribute to a rural enabling environment (agro-processing, infrastructure etc.), 
also contribute to improved food security. 


2. Focusing on any activity dealing with farmers will have an impact on food security. 
3. Increased income improves food consumption in terms of both quantity and nutritional quality. 


 


Approach hypotheses 


This hypotheses are related to the approach the embassy used to execute the food security strategy. In 
the conclusions of the workshop (24 November 2015), IOB described the following hypotheses, which are 
related to the ToR and should be covered in the evaluation: 


1. The embassy assures synergy between the Dutch FS programme and the programmes of other 
actors (Government of Rwanda, main other donors). 


2. There is synergy between FS and other Dutch policy objectives: involvement of Dutch expertise 
and private sector results in win-win situations. 
 


                                                           
1 See chapter 1 for a brief discussion of the other country evaluations. 
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The information gathered to answer the evaluation questions, forms the basis to address the hypotheses. 
In chapter 5 we will present the conclusions of our analysis for the hypotheses.  
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Annex XVIII: Summary results of quantitative case study 
The table below provides a summary of the regression results in chapter 4. The column to the left 
specifies the category of the variables and the second column the regression method. For every 
variable, both equation 1 and 2 were estimated. The column to the right reports the number of 
indicators that were estimated with the impact regressions. For example, we estimated 3 methods * 
2 equations * 22 indicators = 132 regressions for the adoption of ISFM techniques. Only the 
significant coefficients are displayed in the table, together with the usual stars to indicate the level 
of significance (* p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01). So, empty cells mean that we did not find significant 
coefficients using those specifications.  


 


Category  Variable Equation 1 Equation 2 


Number of 
estimated 


output/outcome 
indicators 


   
Generic 


treatment 


Non-
IBAKWE 


treatment 
IBAKWE 


treatment  


Adoption 
ISFM 
techniques 


DD Chem.Fert.Cas. 0.042** 0.046*  


12 (22 incl 
varieties) 


Imp.Seeds.Cas. 0.137*** 0.141*  


ISFM index    


DD 
matched 
controls 


Chem.Fert.Cas.    


Imp.Seeds.Cas. 0.120*   


ISFM index    


FE Chem.Fert.Cas. 0.042** 0.043**  


Imp.Seeds.Cas. 0.111** 0.105*  


ISFM index   0.345* 


       


Cassava 
production 


DD Grows Cas. 0.103*** 0.096**  


8 


Cas.LandUsed    


Cas.Harvest    


Sold Crop    


Perc.Cas.Sold    


Grows Cas. 0.119*** 0.09*  


Cas.LandUsed 0.063*   







Category  Variable Equation 1 Equation 2 


Number of 
estimated 


output/outcome 
indicators 


   
Generic 


treatment 


Non-
IBAKWE 


treatment 
IBAKWE 


treatment  


DD 
matched 
controls 


Cas.Harvest    


Sold Crop    


Perc.Cas.Sold    


FE Grows Cas. 0.108*** 0.099*** 0.151* 


Cas.LandUsed    


Cas.Harvest    


Sold Crop    


Perc.Cas.Sold    


       


Cassava 
yield 


DD Yield    


6 
 DD 


matched 
controls 


Yield    


 FE Yield    


       


Other crop 
yields 


DD Beans yield    


6 


Sorghum yield    


Maize yield    


Soybeans yield    


DD 
matched 
controls 


Beans yield    


Sorghum yield    


Maize yield    


Soybeans yield    


FE Beans yield    


Sorghum yield    







Category  Variable Equation 1 Equation 2 


Number of 
estimated 


output/outcome 
indicators 


   
Generic 


treatment 


Non-
IBAKWE 


treatment 
IBAKWE 


treatment  


Maize yield    


Soybeans yield   -0.406* 


       


Value 
chain 


DD Mean Pr.Cas.    


7 


Cas.Prod.Value   -20.013* 


CropProd.Value    


DD 
matched 
controls 


Mean Pr.Cas.    


Cas.Prod.Value    


CropProd.Value    


FE Mean Pr.Cas.    


Cas.Prod.Value   -21.5*  


CropProd.Value     


       


Income DD Total Income    


11 


Net Farm Inc.    


Other income  0.038*  


Net Profit p.ha.    


Asset index    


Hired labour    


DD 
matched 
controls 


Total Income   -0.182* 


Net Farm Inc.    


Other income  0.047*  


Net Profit p.ha.    


Asset index    







Category  Variable Equation 1 Equation 2 


Number of 
estimated 


output/outcome 
indicators 


   
Generic 


treatment 


Non-
IBAKWE 


treatment 
IBAKWE 


treatment  


Hired labour   -0.214** 


FE Total Income    


Net Farm Inc.    


Other income  0.041*  


Net Profit p.ha.    


Asset index    


Hired labour    


       


Food 
security 


DD FoodCons.p.Adult    


26 


FoodCons.Sc.    


CopingStr.Ind.    


MonthsNotSuf.    


Nr.MealsChild 0.458** 0.485**  


WastedChild    


Female 
Underweight 


   


DD 
matched 
controls 


FoodCons.p.Adult    


FoodCons.Sc.    


CopingStr.Ind.    


MonthsNotSuf.    


Nr.MealsChild    


WastedChild    


Female 
Underweight 


   


FE FoodCons.p.Adult    







Category  Variable Equation 1 Equation 2 


Number of 
estimated 


output/outcome 
indicators 


   
Generic 


treatment 


Non-
IBAKWE 


treatment 
IBAKWE 


treatment  


FoodCons.Sc.    


CopingStr.Ind.    


MonthsNotSuf.    


Nr.MealsChild 0.395* 0.420*  


WastedChild    


Female 
Underweight 


   


       


Nutrition DD Proteine 0.049**  0.093*** 


14 


Vit.B6 0.055** 0.055** 0.060* 


Vit.C 0.041** 0.046**  


DD 
matched 
controls 


Proteine  0.065** 0.107** 


Vit.B6 0.047* 0.065**  


Vit.C    


FE Proteine 0.057** 0.047* 0.103*** 


Vit.B6 0.062** 0.061** 0.064** 


Vit.C 0.041* 0.046*  
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