
 

 

 

  



 

 

Abbreviations and Acronyms  

BDEU Business Development and Employment Unit 

DAC Development Assistance Committee 

EDPRS Economic Development and Poverty Reduction Strategy 

EOI Expression of Interest 

ICT Information and Communications Technology 

KII Key Informant Interview 

LCF Local Competitiveness Facility 

LED Local Economic Development 

LODA Local Administrative Entities Development Agency 

M&E Monitoring and Evaluation 

MINALOC Ministry of Local Government of Rwanda 

MSME Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises1 

NGO Non Governmental Organization 

NTA National Technical Advisor 

PSF Private Sector Federation 

                                            
1 Rwanda Ministry of Trade and Industry defines MSME by number of employees: Micro 1-3, Small 4-30, Medium 31-100. 



 

 

QCA Qualitative Comparative Analysis 

RCT Randomized Control Trial 

RDD Regression Discontinuity Design 

RDSP Rwanda Decentralization Support Programme 

ROA Return on Assets 

RWF Rwandan Franc 

ToC Theory of Change 

TOR Terms of Reference 

TVET Technical and Vocational Education and Training 

VA Value Addition 

VCD Value Chain Development 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This evaluation seeks to assess the “successfulness” of LCF call 1 by focusing on two elements—the LCF 

mechanism as well as funded businesses. The evaluation uses a combination of quantitative and qualitative 

analytical tools and arrives at the following main findings, as organized by the OECD DAC criteria. 

Evaluation of LCF mechanism: 

Scale: 1-5 (unsatisfactory, targets largely not achieved, targets partially achieved, targets mostly achieved, satisfactory 

achievement of all targets) . Source: consultant team. 

DAC Criteria Evaluation Explanation 

Effectiveness 3  There is some evidence for effectiveness especially in the areas of increase 
in business turnover and job creation for a few categories of employees. 
However, no relationship can be found between LCF grant and business 
profit levels, nor can clear linkages be identified between key program 
features and business success or failures. This can be partially attributed to 
the reliability of financial data obtained, especially at baseline. Reliability 
can be improved by offering capacity building before the submission of 
applications, so companies can use the learnings to prepare better financial 
statements. 

Impact N/A No score is given for this area as current program design does not allow a 
full impact assessment , as detailed in section 5.2.2. There is some evidence 
on the tax contribution of funded businesses, but overall no causal 
relationship can be established due to lack of both a baseline measurement 
of tax payment and a counterfactual in program design. In future calls, LCF 
could consider combining full proposal and due diligence into a single cutoff 
score and increase sample size at EOI stage to meet the conditions for 
establishing a counterfactual. 

Executive Summary 



 

 

Relevance 5 Objectives of the LCF mechanism are well aligned with Rwandan 
government policy documents and development agendas as well as district 
LED goals. It is also identified as a solution to the lack of access to finance 
barrier facing MSMEs. 

Sustainability 4 LCF is institutionally embedded in Rwandan government structures but 
need to more actively involve the district private sector (e.g. PSF) for more 
support as well as dissemination of learnings, as current PSF involvement is 
mostly at the central level and district PSF participation in the program 
varies depending on the district BDEU’s outreach efforts. Moving forward, 
LCF could offer more support and guidance to district BDEUs for 
codesigning some of the program activities with local PSFs. 

Efficiency 3 On the whole, the LCF mechanism operates relatively efficiently, but also 

with insufficient timing for preparation (e.g. to fully equip district BDEU staff 

with the knowledge required for program rollout) and significant delays in 

funding disbursement which have reduced overall efficiency. Delays have 

been quoted as a key issue by both district BDEU staff and businesses. These 

delays have caused major disruptions to activity plans as they were designed 

around highly seasonal market demand and supply. Findings have 

corroborated the statement, showing a higher turnover effect of LCF grant 

when controlling for delays, and a decrease in permanent staff by 36.75% in 

the presence of delays. 

 

Evaluation of LCF supported businesses: 

DAC Criteria Evaluation Explanation 

Effectiveness 4 The vast majority of LCF indicators in the value addition, productivity, market 
access, financial performance, and partnership categories have achieved the 
targets set by the program at baseline, while those in employment and 
capacity building fell short. This to some extent is attributable to the setting 
of targets at baseline, which did not take into account factors such as 
business attrition (8.5% in Call 1). In future calls, LCF should consider 
adjusting its targets based on these additional factors as well as collecting a 
set of more relevant, well-defined and measurable set of indicators with 
higher accuracy at baseline for better comparison. 

Impact N/A No score is given for this area as current program design does not allow a full 
impact assessment , as detailed in section 5.2.2. There is anecdotal evidence 
from employees and other stakeholders on the program’s positive impact on 
lives and livelihoods, but overall no causal relationship can be established due 
to lack of counterfactual in program design. 

Relevance 4 While LCF is a solution to the financial access barrier, there are improvements 
that can be made to optimize the current design, such as on financial training 
and also for LCF to become at least a partially revolving fund. While useful, 
current financial training seems to emphasize formality more than 
functionality (documenting bank interest and similar categories as 0, while 
leaving out major expenses such as purchasing of machines, resulting in 
figures not adding up on income statements). Meanwhile, potentially 
transforming LCF into a revolving fund might ameliorate issues such as 
business spending that is less well planned out, as found during Call 1.  



 

 

Sustainability 3 While businesses were generally optimistic about their own growth in the 
endline surveys, more objective indicators such as additional investment 
outside of LCF and financial reserves show that they require a lot more 
capacity building to sustain the growth. For future calls, LCF may consider 
incorporating the importance and methods for preparing for future growth 
into training sessions, and incorporate relevant indicators into its framework.  

Efficiency N/A No score is given in this area as the number of comparable cases and 
available data on those are insufficient to make a solid comparison. As very 
few matching grants operate in Rwanda, comparison is made to a matching 
grant in South Africa, which shows that overall across the dimensions 
compared, the two programs each have their relative strengths. Regarding 
management costs, a sizable part of it is one time set up costs whereas the 
ongoing management costs would be smaller. However, the exact size is 
difficult to calculate as call 1 and call 2 activities have been running parallel 
using the same set of resources. 

 

From the above evaluations, a key piece of suggestion is on the types of data gathered at baseline and its 

reliability. While a large number of indicators are currently gathered at baseline, there is a need to collect a 

more relevant, well-defined, and measurable indicators at higher accuracy. This requires revising the indicator 

framework to a more concise list with the aforementioned characteristics. Moreover, capacity training, 

especially financial training, should be offered before application submission, so more interested companies 

can acquire the skills to succeed in the application and selected businesses can produce better financial data 

for measurement. 

It should be noted that the evaluation itself is subject to the following methodological limitations: 

 Limited reliability of financial data, especially at baseline 

 Change in number of businesses over the project duration 

 Some indicators collected in the endline survey were not present in the baseline 

 Employee surveys are limited to a small number of companies, and selection was not entirely 

random 

 Regarding the analysis for funded businesses, the scope of this evaluation is mostly quantitative in 

nature as per the types of questions asked in the TOR and the nature of the survey 

 The evaluation also identifies a list of limitations of the LCF program and evaluation set up, and offers 

corresponding suggestions as summarized below: 

Limitations Suggestions 

Program Design 
and 

Implementation 

Delays in funding disbursement has 
disrupted planned activities, 
especially for agro-processing 
where raw material supply and 
demand are highly seasonal 

 Speed up funding 

 Disbursement timelines should take into 
account potential delays 

 Better prepare businesses for delays 

Capacity building: 

 Attrition of financial staff after 
training 

 Need for technical training 

 Offer incentives for trained accountants to 
stay with businesses for at least 2-3 years, 
such as a contract with term requirements 
and linked benefits. LCF can jointly explore 
the payment options with businesses 

 Partner with RSB to inform businesses of 
“S” mark requirements 



 

 

 Add specific activities to support 
companies to obtain “S” marks 

Measurement 

Lack of a counterfactual to 
establish causal relationships 
between program and outcomes, 
therefore not a real impact 
evaluation 

 Increase sample size to satisfy the 
requirements of a Regression Discontinuity 
Design (RDD), such as by offering capacity 
building during the application process and 
before grant award decisions, which can 
help more interested businesses get 
selected and also the selected ones 
produce better quality financial data 

 Establish a robust Theory of Change (ToC)  

Current LCF framework mostly 
measures value addition to 
individual companies instead of the 
macro-level Value Chain 
Development (VCD) as originally 
envisioned 

 Revise LCF indicator framework to include 
indicators that specifically measure VCD 

 Developing a more comprehensive VCD 
approach by analyzing the value chains in a 
district to identify ones that have the 
highest potentials and ROIs 

 Offer specific capacity building training 
targeted at selected VCD 
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1. Context 

1.1. The LCF Program 
Enabel’s Local Competitiveness Facility (LCF) program in Rwanda is a matched grant and capacity building 

mechanism to fund innovative partnerships between local businesses, with the aim of achieving the following 

objectives: 

 LCF will fund innovative project ideas in the area of value chain development to mitigate cost and risk 

barriers that inhibit development of innovative private sector partnerships 

 LCF will fund partnerships between micro, small, medium and large companies and/or cooperatives 

 LCF will fund projects that will make a positive Local Economic Development (LED) impact 

 LCF will fund projects that make a real pro-poor impact 

LCF is part of the Rwanda Decentralization Support Programme (RDSP), which is an Enabel funded program 

based at MINALOC and implemented by the Local Administrative Entities Development Agency (LODA). 

The LCF pilot phase was launched in Nyagatare, Gisagara, Gakenke and Rutsiro Districts in November 2016, 

resulting in the receipt of some 500 Expressions of Interest (EOIs) which were then seleted for submitting the 

full proposal based on a range of criteria such as potential for job creation, alignment with district LED strategy, 

contribution to innovation, etc.  37 projects involving 99 companies were selected, receiving grants worth over 

€1m in the priority agro-processing (63% of projects), handcrafts (24%), tourism (8%), and ICT (5%) sectors. 

Pilot project implementation started a year later in November 2017.   

The second call for EOIs started in March 2018 with financial support both from Enabel and from the Rwandan 

Government. Enabel supported the second call after the mid-term evaluation results of the first call were 

deemed acceptable.  The second call is currently ongoing, after which a third call is envisioned where LCF will 

be rolled out across Rwanda. This report aims to present the findings and recommendations from the final 

evaluation call 1 companies. 

1.2. The Assignment 
This evaluation seeks to accomplish the following goals as per the Terms of Reference (TOR): 

 To assess the “successfulness” of LCF calls based on the LCF Monitoring and Evaluation (ME) 

indicators 

 Analyze for each company: 

o Experienced growth and further growth potential 

o Opportunities/challenges for further growth 

o Market access  

o Improvement in product quality 

o Profitability 

o Readiness to access loans from commercial banks 

 To assess the “successfulness” of LCF calls in terms of the DAC criteria, focusing on 2 elements 

o Evaluation of the LCF mechanism 

o Evaluation of the performance of LCF supported businesses 

As the DAC criteria cover the 5 dimensions of relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability, and impact, 

the evaluation results are presented using the DAC criteria as the main framework. The first goal as listed in 
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the TOR is embedded into the various DAC assessment sections, while results on the second goal are 

presented in table formats in Annex I: Company Specific Analysis. 

The evaluation grid per the DAC criteria is detailed in the table below: 

DAC 

Criterion 

LCF Descriptor Business Descriptor 

Relevance • Relevance of LCF for sectorial and political 

context 

• LCF is a solution for the problem identified 

(lack of access to finance for MSMEs) 

• Relevance of LCF as a tool for pro-poor 

LED (able to create jobs, increase income 

and add economic value to districts)  

Efficiency • The management procedures and systems of 

LCF are well established and are followed by 

the implementing team* 

• The budget invested for capacity building in 

various domains is justified 

• The results achieved in the funded 

projects are justified by the amount 

invested in the projects (good return on 

investment) 

Effectiveness • The management procedures and systems of 

LCF are effective (they contribute to the 

achievement of the outputs)* 

• The objectives of LCF are achieved as per 

the LCF log frame (outcomes) 

Sustainability • LCF is institutionally embedded in Rwandan 

policy documents and institutions 

• The management system of LCF is 

sustainable 

• Results on beneficiary level are likely to be 

sustainable  

Impact • What is the impact of the LCF set-up and 

objectives on the institutional capacities? 

• Impact of the LCF objectives on the LED in 4 

pilot districts 

• How do the businesses create impact in 

their communities? 

• How did the LCF fund impact the 

businesses directly and indirectly? 

*denotes questions that were already assessed in the separate midterm evaluation, and reports on which are integrated into this 

report as per TOR.     
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2. Evaluation Methodology 

2.1. Analytical Tools 

The following analytical tools were used for this evaluation of LCF Call 1 results: 

 LCF Monitoring and Evaluation framework  

 Econometric analysis 

 Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) using TOSMANA software 

 Case studies 

2.2. Data Collection 

Data was collected using the following main instruments: 

 Comprehensive survey questionnaires administered to managers of funded businesses 

 Short questionnaires administered to one employee representative at 40% of the companies 

 Interview guides for Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) with district officials and Private Sector Federation 

(PSF) members 

Out of the 91 companies surveyed for baseline, 1 partner opted out before midterm, 2 projects totaling 5 

businesses were suspended due to funding mismanagement, and 2 more went out of business at the time the 

endline surveys were conducted2. Therefore, the total number of businesses included in the final data analysis 

is 83. Methodological implications of this difference between baseline and endline is explained in section 2.4 

below. 

2.3. Analytical Approach 

Analysis for this endline evaluation of LCF Call 1 is broadly structured using the DAC criteria. Within each of 

the DAC areas, a combination of analytical tools and data collection methods have been used: 

 

                                            
2 The two that went out of business are Ejo Heza Business and Joint Action Company. 
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These main analytical tools and data collection methods are supplemented by other qualitative analyses 

such as case studies throughout.  

2.4. Methodological Limitations 

The following limitations were faced during this evaluation of LCF Call 1 results: 

Limited reliability of financial data, especially at baseline. Since most of the beneficiaries are small and 

sometimes informal businesses that did not have professional bookkeeping until after the LCF training, 

company financial data obtained at baseline was very often rough estimates only, as reported by district 

BDEU staff during interviews. The endline financial figures for each business are calculated directly from the 

financial documents provided by each company wherever applicable, and from manager’s responses in the 

interviews when a business was unable to provide financial documents. Even at endline, however, with 

almost half of the businesses currently practice bookkeeping that adhere to professional standards, copies of 

financial documents obtained from the companies often show inconsistencies. Therefore, the financial 

calculations presented in this evaluation are only accurate to the extent of the financial data that funded 

themselves were able to provide and should be taken with caution. 

Change in number of businesses over the project duration. There were 91 businesses surveyed at baseline 

and 83 remained at endterm (an attrition rate of 8.5%) due to voluntary termination, suspension, and going 

out of business. Averages in this evaluation are calculated from businesses for which data is available, 

leading to potential upward or downward biases. This report makes note of such while comparing endline 

numbers to baseline ones, wherever applicable, and takes this into account while explaining certain 

discrepancie between endline survey results and the LCF endline targets set at baseline, such as for average 

salary. 

A limited number of relevant, well-defined, and measurable indicators are collected and compared at 

baseline and endline. Some important indicators for comparison, such as company tax payment, were not 

present in the baseline. Therefore, while many indicators have been collected, a number of them contribute 

very little to the analysis while some of the important indicators lack a point of comparison. Moreover, 

limited accuracy of baseline data is likely the cause for ambiguous or lack of findings in many places. For 

future calls, it is recommended that LCF improves data collection at baseline for a more defined list of 

indicators. 

Employee surveys are limited to a small number of companies, and selection was not entirely random. For 

efficiency reasons and due to budget constraint on traveling, many of the manager surveys were conducted 

in groups by calling the partners to the applicant’s company. The employee surveys were conducted by 

selecting one representative at each of the companies visited. As the manager of the business selected the 

employee to be interviewed, there will be upward biases in having some of the “best” employees 

represented. For this reason as well as due to the difference between the nature of this evaluation and that 

of a full impact evaluation (details are explained in section 5.2.1), the survey results are used in this report 

only as anecdotal evidence on impact. 

Regarding the analysis for funded businesses, the scope of this evaluation is mostly quantitative in nature 

as per the types of questions asked in the TOR and the nature of the survey. This is supplemented by 

qualitative analysis wherever applicable based on further answers provided by managers to the few open-

ended questions in the survey. However, more in-depth qualitative analysis could be of interest in the future 

by asking and answering questions such as: What are some combinations of factors and pathways of change, 
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both from a program point of view and on the side of the companies, that work? Why did some companies 

fail? While this evaluation has attempted to do a first round of general analysis on success factors using QCA, 

answering these questions require a specifically dedicated, well structured, and in-depth qualitative survey 

covering a range of factors, which subsequently need to be systematically coded using a theoretical 

framework derived from a sound theory of change, scored, and analyzed to reach reliable conclusions. Due 

to the scope and depth of this requirement, the validity of the QCA analysis presented in this evaluation is 

also limited to the level of details obtained from manager surveys. If a dedicated qualitative survey as 

described is envisioned for the future, QCA can be used to shed more light on these questions.  
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laoreet nibh. Fusce convallis metus id felis luctus adipiscing. Pellentesque egestas, neque sit amet convallis 

pulvinar, justo nulla eleifend augue, ac auctor orci leo non-est.  
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3. Findings and Discussion 
The analysis presented in this section is organized by the DAC criteria covering 5 broad areas of evaluation. 

In the sequence of presentation, these 5 areas are effectiveness, impact, relevance, sustainability, and 

efficiency. In each section, findings are presented for both the LCF mechanism as well as LCF funded 

businesses under their respective sub-headings. 

In addition to using the DAC criteria as a general framework of analysis, this report also seeks to establish 

clearer linkages among the various components of the LCF program by constructing a basic structure for a 

Theory of Change (ToC) that can develop and evolve into a full ToC in the future if LCF chooses to do so.  

 

This ToC categorizes the current LCF ME indicators into 7 main areas (highlighted in orange) on 4 levels 

starting from activities at the bottom. Each of the 3 main program activities is a response to a perceived 

barrier to the growth of Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises (MSMEs). The ultimate goal would be for 

beneficiary businesses to generate spillover at the district level, i.e. creating additional economic activities 

beyond the scope of business of funded companies (e.g. housing purchases and new markets/vendors near 

the beneficiary companies to cater to a larger number of LCF business employees with higher purchasing 

power), district government investment using additional tax money from beneficiaries, etc.  

While Value Chain Development (VCD) is a stated target of LCF, the current LCF ME indicator framework 

focuses more on the micro level (i.e. by company) rather than captures larger VCD (more details in section 

5.2.2). Therefore, the structure presented above shows only Value Addition as per the current LCF ME 

framework. In the future, LCF may consider developing indicators to specifically capture VCD and 

subsequently add these indicators to various levels in the structure above to show the pathway to VCD, 

which would be one of the High Level Outcomes.  



10 

 

3.1. Effectiveness 

Effectiveness: Business Level 

Evaluation Question: The objectives of LCF are achieved as per the LCF log frame (outcomes) 

Program effectiveness for funded businesses is evaluated using data collected from manager and employee 

surveys at the company level. For better benchmarking and easier progress tracking across the portfolio of 

businesses, the 23 indicators in LCF’s ME framework have been re-categorized into 7 main areas and modified 

and condensed wherever feasible using existing data, into a final list of 17 indicators for analytical purposes. 

The analysis in this section will be organized by these 7 categories and presented through the updated list of 

17 indicators, with rationales provided for the changes. The table below summarizes the endline statistics for 

the 23 LCF ME indicators and their mapping to the 7 areas and 17 updated indicators.  

Overall, the vast majority of indicators in the value addition, productivity, market access, financial 

performance, and partnership categories have achieved the targets set by the program at baseline, while those 

in employment and capacity building fell short. As the targets were set based on the assumption that the same 

number of companies would remain from baseline to endline, this has affected target achievement for certain 

indicators that are more sensitive to the number of companies, such as employment. Hence, future calls could 

factor a certain “drop out rate” (around 8-10% if considering Call 1) into account while setting the targets.  

Categorization Original LCF ME Indicators Statistics 
LCF Target 

Set at 
Baseline 

Target Met? 
Updated 
Indicators for 
Analysis 

Value Addition 

1 
Percentage of businesses which 
developed at least one additional 
step in a value-chain   

57.8% 17.0% Yes No Change 

2 
Number of new 
products/services offered by 
businesses funded by LCF 

71  70 Yes 
Percentage of 
businesses which 
indicate they 
have improved 
products/ 
services using LCF 
funding 

3 
Percentage of businesses 
supported by LCF with at least 
one new product or service 

43.4% 36.4% Yes 

4 

Percentage of businesses funded 
by LCF which indicate they have 
developed  new/improved 
processes through LCF funding 

86.7% 
(new: 48.2%; 
improved: 
80.7%)  

54.40% Yes 

Productivity 

14 

Percentage of businesses which 
indicate an increase in 
production capacity after LCF 
project implementation  

90.4% 40% Yes No Change 

15 

Percentage of businesses which 
indicate an increase in sales 
capacity after LCF project 
implementation 

89.2% 40% Yes No Change 

Market Access 

6 
Number of businesses that 
formalized due to LCF  

12 20 No 

% of LCF 
supported 
informal 
businesses which 
become 
formalized 

16 
Percentage of businesses which 
indicate access to new markets 
after LCF project implementation  

47% 40% Yes No Change 
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Financial 
Performance 

9 
Percentage of businesses having 
contracts to deliver their 
products on an ongoing basis 

68.7% (formal 
and informal), 
51.8% formal 

53.54% Yes No Change 

10 
Average turnover in the 
businesses supported by LCF 

RWF 
22,608,136 

NA (shown 
in the LCF 
ME matrix 
as “Value to 
be proposed 
by Solution 
Seekers”—
same 
applies to all 
NAs below) 

NA No Change 

11 

Percentage of businesses 
supported by LCF with increased 
turnover compared to when LCF 
started 

41.0% based 
on baseline 
data; 89.2% 
self-reported 

40.0% Yes No Change 

12 
Average profitability ratio in the 
companies/cooperatives 
supported by LCF 

25.7% NA NA No Change 

13 
Percentage of businesses with an 
increased profitability ratio 
compared to when LCF started 

39.8% NA NA No Change 

Employment 

7a 
Number of employees in 
businesses supported by LCF 
(disaggregated  by gender)  

2351 (1159 F, 
1192 M) 

2390 (1195 
F, 1195 M) 

No, but Yes if 
target is 
adjusted for the 
change in 
number of firms 
since baseline 

Total number of 
new staff 
employed due to 
LCF 

7b 
Number of temporary staff 
employed in businesses 
supported by LCF 

2072 (1023 F, 
1049 M) 

1894 Yes 

7c 
Number of permanent staff 
employed in businesses 
supported by LCF 

279 (136 F, 
143 M) 

496 No 

7d 
Number of staff in Ubudehe 1 or 
2 employed in businesses 
supported by LCF 

2029 1776 Yes 

8a 
Average salary of temporary 
workers (disaggregated by 
gender) 

1440 F, 1648 
M 

1481 F, 
1631 M 

Male: Yes 
Female: No 

No Change 

8b 
Average salary of temporary 
office staff (disaggregated by 
gender) 

1200 F, 2875 
M 

1225 F, 
2629 M 

Male: Yes 
Female: No 

8c 
Average salary of temporary 
managers (disaggregated by 
gender) 

NA (no 
temporary 
managers) 

1489 F, 
1895 M 

NA 

8d 
Average salary of permanent 
workers (disaggregated by 
gender) 

28144 F, 
28693 M 

46223 F, 
48105 M 

No 

8e 
Average salary of permanent 
office staff (disaggregated by 
gender) 

53725 F, 
54333 M 

63626 F, 
69228 M 

No 

8f 
Average salary of permanent 
managers (disaggregated by 
gender) 

98350 F, 
107500 M 

98781 F, 
141656 M 

No 

Partnership 

5a 
Number of economic 
partnerships supported by LCF 

34 still 
existing/evalu
ated 

36 No 
Number of 
funding misuse 
cases 

5b 
Number of new economic 
partnerships created by LCF 

22  13 
Yes (self-
reported data, 

Number of new 
economic 
partnerships 
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different from 
baseline) 

created and 
sustained 

5c 

Number of economic 
partnerships projects still 
existing after implementation of 
LCF funded project 

33 25 
Yes (self-
reported data) 

Capacity 
Building 

18 

Percentage of businesses 
benefitting from LCF that have a 
formalized financial control 
(internal or external) 

31.3% 
external, 
15.7% internal  

40% 
external, 
70% internal 

No 

Same as Indicator 
19: Percentage of 
companies/coop
eratives that 
have a 
bookkeeping that 
adheres to 
professional 
standards 

19 

Percentage of 
companies/cooperatives that 
have a bookkeeping that adheres 
to professional standards 

48.1% NA NA 

20 
Percentage of projects which 
report additional technical 
capacity due to LCF funding 

61.80% 100.00% No 

Percentage of 
businesses which 
report additional 
capacity due to 
LCF funding 
(disaggregated 
into managerial, 
financial, 
marketing, and 
technical) 

21 
Percentage of projects which 
report additional managerial 
capacity due to LCF funding 

97.10% 100.00% No 

22 

Number of managers of LCF 
businesses that received formal 
training and coaching in business 
management and 
enterpreneurship under LCF CB  

121 NA NA 

23 

Number of financial staff of LCF 
businesses who received formal 
financial training and coaching 
under LCF CB] 

119 NA NA 

17 
Percentage of businesses 
benefitting from LCF with 
marketing activities 

66.3% 70.0% No 

 

Value Addition 

LCF ME indicators 1-4 focus more on the value addition of LCF ffunded businesses, which is a somewhat 

different concept from value chain development, by which these indicators are labeled in the LCF ME 

framework. A more detailed discussion of differences between the two is presented in section 5.2.2 of the 

report.  

In assessing value addition, indicator 1 is kept from the LCF ME framework to measure the additional 

capabilities that businesses have gained and value internalized from the LCF program. In call 1, 57.8% of  

businesses reported having developed at least one additional step in a value chain, which means that steps 

that were previously outsourced, such as packaging, could now be completed in house. Hence, the additional 

economic value associated with such a step is also retained by the business. This number more than triples 

the LCF target. 

As for LCF indicators 2-4, while new products and services (measured by LCF indicators 2 and 3) create 

additional revenue channels for businesses, they are not necessarily linked to value addition due to potentially 

higher opportunity cost. Depending on the nature of the new products and services, market demand, required 

inputs, and its ratio to outputs, new products/services may change a company’s profit margin both ways. For 

example, some businesses have reported subsistence level side businesses, such as selling mandazi pastries 

when their main line of business is in clothing, which may indicate inability to utilize idle resources. 
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On the other hand, there is a closer connection between new/improved processes and value addition. 

New/improved processes is most often associated with either higher production efficiency or improved 

product quality.  Since production efficiency is also linked to production capacity as measured by LCF indicator 

14, the quality aspect of indicator 4 is the focus of analysis in this section. Meanwhile, a new product/service 

could be either a better product with higher profit margins along the same business line, such as higher grade 

maize flour, or a completely different product that effectively utilizes waste from existing production, such as 

rearing pigs with the organic waste from producing banana beer. In the former and more common case, the 

added variation of a higher quality product (e.g. close-toed shoes added to the existing production of sandals) 

could also be considered an improved product and this binary feature is captured in the detailed endline 

survey. Hence, the quality aspect common to LCF indicators 2-4 can be condensed into a new indicator—

Percentage of businesses which indicate they have improved products/services using LCF funding. From the 

endline survey data, 63.9% of businesses have improved at least one of their products/services.  

Productivity 

Besides adding value to a business’ products/services, another way in which LCF can directly affect business 

outcomes is by improving business productivity. Due to the types of information available from baseline, the 

productivity assessment for call 1 businesses relies directly on LCF indicators 14 and 15. 74 out of 83 (89.2%) 

of businesses reported increases in capacity, both for production and for sales, which more than doubles the 

LCF target for endline. This increase in production capacity widely seen among funded businesses is likely 

explained by the purposes for which LCF funding is used. The table below describes how businesses reported 

using the LCF grant across the purchase of new machines, hiring new employees and training their staff . A 

combination of these three factors would provide companies with both more physical capital and more and 

better human capital, thereby contributing to production and productivity increases.  

Use of LCF grant across companies, by purpose 

 Number Percentage 

Purchase of new machines 62 74.7% 

Hiring of new employees 41 49.4% 

Training of staff 9 10.8% 

 

Nevertheless, future calls could modify the indicators from baseline to capture more nuanced data with 

clearer implications, since production capacity is often linked to but nonetheless different from either 

production or productivity. In most cases, actual production of businesses fall short of installed production 

capacity even though both may have increased, and sales capacity may not always be a close proxy for actual 

production. On the other hand, productivity measures the ratio of output to input, which is more 

comprehensive than either production or production capacity. However, to measure productivity, both inputs 

and outputs need to be accurately captured from baseline to make the assessment. 

Market Access 

Closely linked to a company’s sales capacity is its access to markets, which is also an important indirect way 

through which LCF can support businesses. LCF indicators 6 and 16 capture market access at two levels—while 

indicator 16 provides an overall picture of access to new markets by businesses across the portfolio, indicator 

6 focuses on business informality as a barrier to accessing larger markets. For call 1, 47% of businesses have 
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indicated access to new markets due to LCF, and 48.2% reported that LCF has helped them expand into new 

districts. When examined by the types of market being accessed, the vast majority of companies reported 

selling locally (91.3% of the 80 businesses, excluding 1 NGO and 2 companies that were still waiting on new 

machines to begin production), and slightly less than half sell at the regional level. However, not very many 

businesses have been able to access the Kigali market (9) and even fewer could sell nationwide (4). 

Furthermore, no business has reported exporting products/services. Top barriers to accessing new markets 

identified by businesses include lack of capital, transportation/distribution, and product quality/lack of “S” 

mark.  

Meanwhile, 4 out of the 15 companies which were informal at baseline successfully formalized, yielding a total 

of 13 cases of formalization brought by LCF (including 9 that formalized just before baseline due to LCF, 

according to the baseline conducted). For better benchmarking and comparison across the 3 calls completed, 

in progress, and envisioned, this indicator is converted to a percentage. By this measure, 54.2% of LCF 

supported informal businesses (13 out of 24) have become formalized in call 1.  

Financial Performance 

As value addition, productivity, and market access are all intermediate level business outcomes, program 

economic effectiveness in these areas contributes to and is ultimately measured by business financial 

performance, which is a high level outcome.  

Due to financial data availability, assessment of financial performance relies on the same set of indicators in 

the LCF ME framework regarding ongoing contracts, turnover, and profitability. Whereas 68.7% of businesses 

have either formal or informal contracts to deliver their products/services on an ongoing basis, 51.8% of all 

businesses have at least one formal contract of such nature. The percentage for formal contract alone is quite 

substantial given that it almost reaches the initial LCF target for contracts regardless of the nature. While 

informal contracts are also important sources of longterm revenue, having formal contracts provides 

businesses with much higher stability. 

When comparing endline data to that from the baseline, 41.0% of businesses have higher turnover than in the 

previous year, exceeding the LCF target of 40%. Meanwhile, 16.9% of the 83 businesses had missing data for 

either baseline or endline data or both, and hence any changes in turnover for these businesses could not be 

captured. Interestingly, however, 89.2% of businesses self-reported having experienced higher turnover. This 

may be due to both less reliable financial data at baseline and potential perceptive biases.  

When examining profitability, however, the picture somewhat differs. 39.8% of businesses increased their 

profitability from baseline, 19.3% were unable to provide financial documents for both baseline and endline, 

and close to half have seen reduced profitability. Across the portfolio, baseline profitability ratio is 28.3% 

(averaged across 71 businesses with profitability data among the remaining 83 businesses), while that for the 

end term is 25.7% (averaged across 77 businesses with data). If only the ones with data available for both 

baseline and endline are considered, the end term profitability is 26.6%. One of the reasons for this slight drop 

in profitability levels could be that many companies may not have had a well-planned spending scheme that 

is justified by the revenue potential. This may also indicate that businesses have invested some of the funding 

in capital assets, which is validated by their responses to how the funding has been used. Estimated capital 

across all businesses with both end-term and baseline data available shows a 4.5% increase during LCF. In the 

second case, the investment in capital assets will take longer time to mature, and one year would be a rather 

short time period to observe profitability changes/increases. This could be an area of particular interest in the 

follow-up evaluation after another six months to one year.  
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Another possible reason for the lack of finding on any improvements in financial performance could be that 

less than half of all companies currently practice bookkeeping that adhere to professional standards, and even 

in cases when they do, the financial records are often only reliable to a limited extent. Given that even fewer 

companies were able to produce relatively reliable financial data at baseline, better financial data from the 

companies is required for more reliable results analysis.  

To mitigate this problem, a potential solution that emerged from KIIs with BDEU staff is that LCF could offer 

capacity building training before awarding the grants and early on in the application stage, with two benefits: 

 Allow funded companies enough time to learn how to produce quality financial data, so that they can 

do so by the time baseline takes place 

 Enable more companies interested in the program to succeed through the application stage and 

create larger program outcomes 

Employment 

Beyond economic values, social benefits is another key aspect for measuring the effectiveness of a program 

with “pro-poor” as one of its main objectives. For LCF, this mainly includes employment and salary levels. 

Disaggregation of employment by gender and employee type is presented below in Chart 1 and Chart 2. 

 

Chart 1. Employment Disaggregation by Gender 

 

Chart 2. Employment Disaggregation by Type 
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For benchmarking and easier tracking, LCF indicator 7 can be aggregated and focus more on the addition 

brought by LCF. In this regard, 866 new jobs have been created compared to before LCF. It should be noted, 

however, that all numbers presented here come from the endline surveys, which asked each business to report 

on both the current number of employees and the increase since LCF. The difference between the number of 

staffs before LCF from this survey (1485) and that from the baseline (1866) is due to both the attrition of 8 

businesses and the fact that some businesses reported having immediately started hiring upon receiving 

notification of the funding decision, and therefore had increased the number of employees shortly before the 

baseline was conducted. The 866 new staffs from endline company surveys include employees from this hiring, 

as it is also a result of LCF.3 Nevertheless, all LCF employment targets set at baseline can be considered to have 

been met with the exception of permanent staffs. As the total employment level at endline is about the same 

as LCF target, this means that part of the new jobs expected to come as permanent positions actually 

happened in temporary positions, which are less stable and comparatively less beneficial for the poor. 

However, since the number of permanent jobs was very low to begin with, the percentage increase in 

permanent positions far exceeded that in temporary positions.  

In terms of new jobs created per district (temporary as well as permanent positions) as shown in Graph 3, 

Nyagatare and Gisagara districts are those that perform better with +300 new staffs. However, it should be 

noted that such high figures are explained by the presence of two agro-processing companies, one per district, 

which have expanded their businesses considerably by hiring 200 and 130 new temporary staff, in Nyagatare 

and Gisagara respectively. If such outliers are not considered in the analysis, the number of new jobs created 

per district is fairly proportionate to the number of companies per district. 

The higher proportion of companies involved in agro-processing combined with the two above mentioned 

exceptional cases explain why a higher number of new jobs has been created in the agro-processing sector 

(Graph 4). This is followed by handcrafts, which has about half as many companies as agro-processing. Tourism 

and ICT sectors show much lower numbers of new jobs created compared to agro-processing and handcraft 

sectors, and this is due to the lower number of businesses funded by LCF involved in tourism and ICT, 

respectively 8 and 4 companies out of the total sample.  

 

 

                                            
3 On the other hand, the much higher employment number reported at midterm may be partially caused by large seasonal 
fluctuations in the demand for temporary workers especially in the agro-processing sector, which alone accounted for 2500 jobs in 
the midterm report, and is heavily skewed towards males. The exact reasons for the large number of employees reported in the 
midterm is being checked. 
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Graph 3. New Jobs by District 

 

Chart 4. New Jobs by Sector 

The average salaries and wages for various types of positions in LCF funded businesses are shown in Chart 5 

and Chart 6. For comparability, related questions in the end-term survey were designed and analyzed in 

conformity with baseline questions and calculation methods. It should be noted, however, that these are the 

salary levels obtained from averaging company averages instead of averages across all employees in these 

businesses. This means that directly multiplying these average numbers with the total number of employees 

in their respective categories will not give the total monthly/daily payout in salaries by all LCF funded 

businesses. In addition, the current classification (temporary/permanent, worker/office staff/manager, etc.) 

does not capture the length of time for which an employee works, which can vary substantially within the 

same category. For example, we learned that some of the companies, such as Unicoapigi in Rutsiro district, 

hire a large number of temporary workers for only a few days during the harvest season of honey, but these 

workers might not be present at any other time of the year. This is very different from workers who work 5 

months in a year, even though both types are considered “temporary workers” according to LCF classification. 

Future calls could therefore consider measuring payout, which can be a more intuitive indicator for 

benchmarking and progress tracking. 

For average salary, only male wages for the two types of temporary positions (workers and office staff) 

reached the targets set at baseline while the others all fell short. However, it should be noted that the number 

of businesses which reported wages also increased for several of the categories, which means that more 

businesses started hiring in previously nonexisting categories. For example, 28 businesses hired permanent 

male office staff and 26 hired permanent female office staff at baseline, while at endline these increased to 

37 and 42, respectively. As many of these newly created positions are in smaller businesses that may not yet 

be able to afford higher salaries, this might have been one of the reasons that dragged down the average 

salary level across all businesses. It is therefore suggested that future LCF calls take into consideration the 

creation of new positions in a larger number of businesses while setting the target for salary. 
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Chart 5. Wage for Temporary Positions 

 

Chart 6. Salary for Permanent Positions 

Another point worth noting here is the differences between average male and female wages observed from 

the endline data, as shown in the table below. Average male wages across all businesses supported by LCF are 

higher than average female wages for every single type of position. The difference in wages is also much larger 

for temporary employees than for permanent employees. To what extent this can be an indication of an 

industry wide Gender Pay Gap (GPG) requires first understanding the major causes of GPG worldwide and 

then interpreting data within this context. Globally, women make only 77% of what men earn, although this 

number also understates the GPG in developing countries, where women are often far more concentrated in 

informal and vulnerable employment.4 GPG is linked to a variety of issues, including but not limited to unequal 

                                            
4 UN Women, Facts and Figures: Economic Empowerment, http://www.unwomen.org/en/what-we-do/economic-
empowerment/facts-and-figures#notes 
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pay for work of equal value, disproportionate burden of unpaid housework that reduce available work time, 

and barriers in the education system and hiring processes.5 

On the issue of equal pay for work of equal value, when looking at businesses that hire both males and females 

in the same broad categories as defined by LCF (temporary workers, permanent office staff, etc.), many 

businesses offer the same wages regardless of gender yet a sizable number of them also differ. While the 

differences between male and female wages in these broad categories could be indicative of potential 

inequality, any interpretation should also take into account two caveats:  

1. The current classification is too broad to capture differences in positions—for example, both an 

administrative clerk and an accountant would be considered office staff, but their salaries may differ 

substantially due to different skill levels required;  

2. Many businesses do not hire in some of the categories, meaning that the averages are obtained 

from a subset of businesses not necessarily representative of the overall picture. For example, while 

most businesses hire temporary workers, the numbers for temporary office staff are averaged across 

only 8 businesses that hire male employees in the category and 1 for female. This is also the category 

for which the data demonstrates the largest pay differences, and should therefore be taken with 

extreme caution. The number of observations on which each of the averages are based is listed in the 

last column of the table below. 

Meanwhile, it would be very important to also examine the businesses that only hire men or women in certain 

categories, as this may be linked to biases in the hiring process. For example, a business may choose to hire 

more women in low paying temporary positions while men in permanent and better paid ones. In particular, 

the number of male managers more than double that of their female counterparts. Therefore, it would be 

interesting to systematically examine through structured qualitative surveys why this difference in average 

salaries exists across all categories of employment, whether the different pay for men and women within the 

same broad category at the same company are caused by differences in their specific positions, and whether 

gender has influenced hiring decisions for certain types of positions within some of the broad categories. 

Category Female Wage Male Wage  % Difference6 Number of 
Observations 

Temporary Workers 1440 RWF/day 1648 RWF/day 13% F: 62; M: 62 

Temporary Office Staff 1200 RWF/day 2875 RWF/day 58% F: 1; M: 8 

Permanent Workers 28144 RWF/month 28693 RWF/month 2% F: 14; M: 24 

Permanent Office Staff 53725 RWF/month 54333 RWF/month 1% F: 42; M: 37 

Managers 98350 RWF/month 107500 RWF/month 9% F: 10; M: 22 

Partnership 

To put the evaluation of high level economic and social outcomes in perspective, two other prominent 

program features of LCF apart from funding are examined. The first is partnership between businesses of 

various sizes and value chain roles.  

                                            
5 UN Women, The issue: Women’s economic empowerment in the changing world of work, http://www.unwomen.org/en/news/in-
focus/csw61 
6 This is calculated as the difference between male and female wages divided by male wage and expressed as a percentage.  



20 

 

As an indicator, the number of economic partnerhips funded by LCF is relatively stagnant, with the only likely 

change coming from suspension due to funding mismanagement. Therefore, LCF indicator 5a can be updated 

to “Number of funding misuse cases” to allow better benchmarking and comparison across all calls. For Call 1, 

this amounts to 2 misuses that caused project suspension. However, it should be noted that the total number 

of businesses still in the program is not equivalent to the subtraction of suspended businesses from the total 

funded, due to some companies going out of business or voluntarily exiting the project. In the future, it might 

be valuable for LCF to also track the number of total drop outs at the business level, either as a separate 

indicator or combined with the number of funding misuse cases to produce a more comprehensive indicator. 

In addition, as a number of businesses had already worked together before jointly applying to LCF, it gives a 

clearer picture to focus more on the new partnerships supported by LCF. Interestingly, self-reported data 

shows that in the endline survey, many more projects reported that partners in a project had not worked 

together before LCF, than in the baseline survey. This may be partially attributable to both potential reporting 

biases and the fact that having a partnership/worked together before is a relatively ambiguous concept since 

a lot of business activities are rather informal in the context, as also validated by National Technical Advisors 

(NTAs) at the validation workshop. In either case, indicators 5b and 5c can be consolidated. Based on endline 

data, 21 new partnerships have been created and sustained until LCF Call 1 conclusion phase, which is more 

than half of all partnershihps supported by LCF. 

Capacity Building 

Another LCF program feature for analyzing potential factors contributing to high level outcomes is capacity 

building, which mainly covers financial, marketing, and managerial training for funded businesses and indirect 

technical capacity strengthening as planned and budgeted according to their own needs. Effectiveness of most 

of the capacity building is assessed through perceptions of businesses reflecting the capacity gained in the 4 

key thematic areas aforementioned, as summarized in the table below. Given the fundamental role that 

financial capacity plays in accurately documenting and helping businesses plan their activities, LCF indicator 

19 is kept as a relatively objective measure of a company’s financial capacity. From endline results, the 

percentage of businesses that practice “professional bookkeeping” stands at 48.1%, while very few companies 

were able to do so before LCF. In fact, many companies mentioned during interviews that they hired their first 

accountant upon receiving notification of LCF funding decision. Nevertheless, many companies still expressed 

the need for more financial training, as the training provided had not been sufficient despite being very useful, 

likely due to very low initial capacity. On the other hand, companies with marketing activities fell slightly short 

of target possibly due to the fact that marketing training was only given to companies with identified needs, 

and that not all companies would need marketing such as in the case of a pineapple producer who can sell 

100% of harvest. This also implies that LCF may consider factors such as this one while setting the original 

targets. 

It is especially worth noting that LCF indicator 20 tracks additional technical capacity at the project level, which 

means that a project is considered to have acquired additional capacity if at least one business in the project 

reports so. However, when looking at technical capacity at the business level (shown in Chart 6 below), fewer 

businesses reported additional capacity (47.0% as versus 61.8%). A look into the types of businesses shows 

that in most projects, it is most often the applicant that has gained additional technical capacity. This implies 

uneven gains between applicants and partners from the program and that LCF needs to focus more on 

materializing capacity building for partners, especially if equal opportunities are offered but take up rates 
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differ.  Lack of technical capacity is also a main concern for funded businesses, with a more detailed discussion 

in section 5.1.2. 

 

Chart 6. Capacity Building 

Effectiveness: LCF Mechanism 

Evaluation Question: The management procedures and systems of LCF are effective (they contribute to the 

achievement of the outputs) 

Based on the midterm evaluation (independent of this endline evaluation) which examined the connection 

between planned and the factors influencing the attainment of the objectives, and means by which 

effectiveness can be improved, project targets have been achieved at a relatively high cost that is justified by 

the need to set up the mechanism. The midterm report concluded that business performance can be largely 

attributed to this initial investment, and cited the LCF Operational Manual and the LCF ME Manual as two key 

documents that have been developed to ensure that the functioning of the project was coordinated, 

harmonized and follow similar methodologies. However, delays in funding disbursement was quoted as an 

issue.  

Whereas the midterm evaluation concerning the effectiveness of the LCF mechanism is more qualitative in 

nature, this endline evaluation assesses program effectiveness through two measures that combine the 

quantitative and the qualitative to systematically identify correlations between the LCF mechanism and 

business outcomes: 

1) At the portfolio level, regression analysis of financial performance indicators (turnover and profit) on 

company characteristics (including both program related and non-program related) to assess overall 

patterns and linkages between performance and independent variables; 

2) At the project level, QCA analysis of program factors that have contributed to successes or failures for 

a selected number of projects. 

Regression analysis at the portfolio-level of turnover on company characteristics (including both program 

related and non-program related) reveals that turnover is significantly correlated with the grant amount 

received and the baseline turnover. For every increase of 1% in the grant amount received by companies, their 

turnover increased by 0.56% (0.58% if controlled by delay of payment). Similarly, for every 1% increase in 

baseline turnover, endline turnover increases by 0.61%. However, no statistically significant relationship was 
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found between turnover and business sector or district. This means that existing evidence does not show that 

any district or sector is performing better or worse than the others. However, this lack of finding may also be 

attributable to the limited sample size and financial data reliability of this sample. Statistically significant 

differences may emerge if the sample size for future calls increases and more reliable financial data can be 

obtained. 

 Log (Turnover) 

 No delay Delay 

Log (final_grant) 0.562*** 0.578*** 
Initial formal 0.304 0.376 
Fund window 0.304 0.217 
   

Sector dummies   
  Agro-processing Omitted (reference) Omitted (reference) 
  Handcraft -0.0747 -0.0486 
  ICT 0.723 0.751 
  Tourism 0.438 0.458 
   

District dummies   
  Gakenke Omitted (reference) Omitted (reference) 
  Gisagara 0.385 0.376 
  Nyagatare 0.361 0.276 
  Rutsiro -0.0386 -0.145 
   

Log (base_turnover) 0.610*** 0.618*** 
Delay  -0.269 
Constant -3.789 -3.862 

Observations 69 69 
R-squared 0.678 0.682 
Mean VIF 2.31 2.20 

* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 

Note: The number of observations is lower than the total number of businesses surveyed because only 69 
companies reported turnover data for both baseline and endline. 

 

From regression results, no significant impact was found between the grant amount received by companies 

and their profit (for both linear and logistic models). This may be due to many businesses lacking adequate 

plans to spend the grant received for productive uses or also costs increasing due to operation of new 

equipment obtained by LCF grant. Naturally, profit is also strongly correlated with its baseline value (for every 

1% increase in baseline profit, endline profit increases by 0.56%). Interestingly, it appears that companies 

having a formal status at the time of the baseline increased their profit by 1.21% (1.27% if controlled by delay) 

as compared to those with an informal status. This probably indicates that companies with a formal status 

faced fewer obstacles in their operations and could hence utilize the funding more effectively. 

 Log (Profit) 

 No delay Delay 

Log (final_grant) 0.0435 0.0595 
Initial formal 1.210* 1.273* 
Fund window 0.390 0.319 
   
Sector dummies   
Agro-processing Omitted (reference) Omitted (reference) 
Handcraft -0.174 -0.160 
ICT 0.0480 0.0622 
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Tourism -0.398 -0.369 
   
District dummies   
Gakenke Omitted (reference) Omitted (reference) 
Gisagara -0.133 -0.124 
Nyagatare 0.00409 -0.0561 
Rutsiro -0.281 -0.391 
   
Log (base_profit) 0.564*** 0.559*** 
Delay  -0.252 
Constant 3.884 3.970 

Observations 65 65 

R-squared 0.532 0.536 

Mean VIF 2.00 1.91 
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 

Note: The number of observations is lower than the total number of businesses surveyed because only 65 
companies reported profit data for both baseline and endline. 

 

Regression analysis at the portfolio-level of employment on company characteristics (including both program 

related and non-program related) reveals that employment is significantly correlated with the grant amount 

received and the baseline employment. For every increase of 1% in the grant amount received by companies, 

their number of staffs increased by 0.27% (0.28% if controlled by delay of payment). Similarly, for every 1% 

increase in baseline employment, endline employment increases by 0.62%.  

Interestingly, the grant amount exclusively impacts permanent employment: For every increase of 1% in the 

grant amount received by companies, their number of permanent staffs increased by 0.56% (0.66% if 

controlled by delay of payment). The fact that the impact is much higher when delay of payment is accounted 

for shows that it is critical to ensure that grant payments are processed to companies on time: a delay of in 

the reception of fund reduced the number of permanent staffs by 36.75%7.  

In addition, the grant amount is statistically significant for female staff only: an increase of 1% of the grant 

amount increased the number of female staff by 0.27% (when controlled by delay of fund).  

However, no statistically significant relationship was found between employment and business sector or 

district, again implying that there is no evidence for any district or economic sector outperforming or 

underperforming others. 

 Total Staff Temporary staff Permanent staff Male staff Female staff 

 No Delay Delay No Delay Delay No Delay Delay No Delay Delay No Delay Delay 

Log (Final_grant) 0.268* 0.284* 0.174 0.152 0.558*** 0.663*** 0.114 0.106 0.288* 0.272* 
Delay  -0.266  -0.220  -0.458**  0.0788  -0.409 
Initial Formal 0.0792 0.160 -0.165 -0.101 0.585 0.986** -0.147 -0.160 0.0747 0.272 
Fund Window -0.217 -0.269 -0.0537 -0.0601 -0.404 -0.551 0.120 0.138 -0.151 -0.221 
           
Sector dummies           
Agro-processing omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted 
Handcraft -0.108 -0.0586 0.0249 0.0599 0.203 0.224 0.0811 0.0679 -0.0813 -0.0635 
ICT -0.225 -0.162   0.311 0.313 -0.155 -0.169 0.105 0.144 
Tourism -0.260 -0.236 0.235 0.112 0.287 0.380 -0.281 -0.291 0.0752 0.00245 
           
District dummies           

                                            
7 Impact of the dummy Delay calculated as follows: e-0.458-1 
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Gakenke omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted omitted 
Gisagara 0.300 0.276 -0.0105 -0.0352 0.507* 0.553** -0.0532 -0.0500 0.308 0.326 
Nyagatare 0.0989 -0.00951 0.103 0.0819 0.312 0.211 0.165 0.194 0.329 0.233 
Rutsiro 0.172 0.0490 -0.00523 -0.106 0.325 0.193 -0.100 -0.0677 0.155 -0.0990 
           
Log (Baseline_value) 0.622*** 0.619*** 0.713*** 0.716*** 0.462*** 0.403*** 0.770*** 0.772*** 0.718*** 0.730*** 
Constant -2.619 -2.636 -1.505 -1.025 -8.137*** -9.542*** -1.049 -1.011 -3.587* -3.072 

Observations 66 66 56 56 38 38 58 58 57 57 
R-squared 0.241 0.241 0.187 0.192 0.287 0.294 0.267 0.268 0.060 0.065 
Mean VIF 1.72 1.65 1.68 1.60 2.08 1.90 1.71 1.63 1.80 1.69 

 

Similarly, results from QCA show only a few correlations between program features and business outcomes. 

Key findings from QCA are as follows (full explanation of the QCA tool, rationale for using it, the exact approach 

followed, sample selection, factor identification, and scoring charts are in Annex I): 

 Building technical skills among beneficiaries either through external consultants or partnerships or LCF 

Secretariat staff with TVET and NGOs combined with investments in value addition and new products 

is essential for beneficiaries to access new markets (outside districts)  

 Building capacity in marketing skills is not necessary when combined with technical skills and 

investments in value added activities 

The set of recommendations stemming from QCA results are: 

 Encouraging beneficiaries to invest in new processing methods, purchasing equipment and raw 

material helps improve product quality and overall production capacity. This combined with technical 

capacity building for all (not only for those through partnerships with TVET and NGO) increases the 

chances for increased market access and increased revenue.  

 Capacity building of beneficiaries in financial management and reporting is relevant and LCF program 

must continue with the same as it increases accountability and contributes indirectly to financial 

performance.  

 Marketing skills provided to beneficiaries is knowledgeable and beneficiaries were immediately able 

to apply those. However, marketing techniques need to extend beyond the district so that it can 

positively contribute to increased market access and financial performance. 

Summarizing the assessment results of the econometric analysis and QCA, there is some evidence for 

effectiveness, but at an aggregate level, this evaluation cannot conclude that the management procedures 

and system of LCF have been highly effective in contributing to business outcomes. 

3.2. Impact 

As impact is closely linked to outcomes that are measured under the effectiveness criterion, it is discussed 

here as the second DAC criterion. However, attribution of the impact of the LCF program on individuals, 

businesses and districts cannot be determined through the scope of this evaluation (see section 5.2.1 for 

discussion of impact evaluation vs. outcome assessment), neither can data presented here be said to be 

representative of all stakeholders in the project.  Nevertheless, there is anecdotal evidence from employees 

and other stakeholders on the project’s positive impact on lives, livelihoods and to a certain extent on district 

economies. Similarly, KIIs at the district level detailed positive impacts from project activities.   

Employee Impact 
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Over half of respondents reported working more days or months since the beginning of the project, with the 

majority coming from Gisagara district and Ubudehe category 3, but with a fairly even split between male 

and female employees.   Of those who reported a change in their salary, 34% said their salary had increased 

since they joined the company, and 64% reported that the increase had come in the previous year (i.e. since 

the beginning of the project).  Again, the majority of the increases (73%) was reported in Gisagara district.  

However, salary increases were predominantly enjoyed by Ubudehe category 3 and male employees from 

the respondents surveyed. 

 

 
Changes to working hours* 

 
Salary Change* 

 

No Change Work Less Work More 

 

Increase 

Increase since 

joined the 

company 

Increase in 

the last 

year 

Total 25% 17% 58%  92% 36% 64% 

        

Male 17% 17% 25%  64% 14% 86% 

Female 8% 0% 33%  36% 75% 25% 

        

Ubudehe 1 0% 0% 0%  18% 0% 100% 

Ubudehe 2 17% 8% 17%  18% 50% 50% 

Ubudehe 3 8% 8% 42%  64% 86% 14% 

        

Gakenke 8% 0% 8%  9% 0% 100% 

Gisagara 17% 8% 33%  73% 75% 25% 

Nyagatare 0% 8% 17%  9% 100% 0% 

Rutsiro 0% 0% 0%  9% 0% 100% 

        

* n=128     * n=11 (one reported salary decrease) 

Note: Orange highlighted cells indicate figures referenced in the narrative 

 

Three quarters of respondents reported that beyond salary changes, their working conditions had changed 

positively in the past year, with the majority of these respondents (6 out of 9)9 also Ubudehe Category 3 

employees (one Category 1 and two Category 2 respondents also reported positive changes to working 

conditions).  Gaining of new skills and work tasks, and additional benefits (i.e. insurance, overtime, etc.) 

were some examples of how working conditions had positively improved.  Of the Ubudeje 1 and 2 

respondents, responses included being more organized, having salary paid on time, and new skills.   

These changes in salaries and working conditions had various positive impacts on respondents’ lives, with 

purchase of domestic livestock being the most common change, as well as improved ability to buy basic 

goods and investments in health (either treatment or insurance).  

                                            
8 Out of the total 32 employees, only those who were employed since before LCF were asked the question. 
9 Of the 32 respondents for the whole survey, 2 (6%) were Ubudeje 1, 17 (53%) were Ubudeje 2 and 13 (41%) were Ubudeje 3. Only 
respondents who reported that their salary had changed were asked about changes to working conditions.  Therefore, because the 
majority of salary changes were reported by Ubudeje 3, this is reflected in the demographic of respondents to the working 
conditions question. 
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District Level Impact 

Results from district level consultations also showed positive anecdotal impact across all four pilot districts.  

Each district reported employment creation resulting from LCF projects, with Nyagatare reporting that 90 new 

jobs had been created by the seven projects in the district.   

These new jobs had the benefit of improving the lives and livelihoods of new employees, by lifting some 

Ubudehe 1-2 employees out of poverty, allowing one employee to go back to school (in Nyagatare) or allowing 

employees to now be able to afford health insurance (employees of the fisheries project in Rutsiro).  At the 

district level, the number of tax payers has increased, which indirectly contributes to district economies.    

Capacity development was another commonly citied positive impact of project activities, with increased 

technical skills reported across a number of sectors in Gisagara, and capacity strengthening reported in the 

bamboo project in Rutsiro. Business-level capacity development like this not only allows the growth of the 

businesses themselves, and the accompanying benefits of job creation and salary increases, but also improves 

the long-term livelihood opportunities for individuals who have built their skills. 75% of employees surveyed 

reported that they had participated in at least one training in the last year, with over half of these having 

participated in seven or more trainings.  The vast majority (95%) of those who took trainings reported them 

to be “very helpful” and that they have already used their new skills. 

Value addition and productivity increases were also seen by district stakeholders as a positive impact of the 

project. In Rutsiro, the productivity of the beekeeping cooperative had increased five-fold and had invested in 

a factory to process the honey.   

Some indirect, and unexpected, positive impacts were also reported as a result of project activities.  In Gisagara, 

internet coverage to the population was reported to have significantly improved, due to the success of one of 

the supported ICT businesses – an example of how business growth and local economic development can have 

unintended positive spill over effects for district populations.   

Besides aforementioned anecdotal evidence from employees and district interviews, 56.6% of LCF funded 

businesses are currently paying company taxes, with a total contribution of RWF 43,276,677. Meanwhile, 7.2% 

are paying social taxes, amounting to RWF 310,781 in total. 3 more businesses formalized during LCF project 

implementation, totaling 12 formalization cases due to LCF which are on the way to becoming tax payers. 

However, there is no baseline data available on tax payment to make comparisons, which is recommended to 

be part of future baseline designs. 

3.3. Relevance 

Relevance for Sectorial and Political Context 

Evaluation Questions: Relevance of LCF for sectorial and political context; LCF is a solution for the problem 

identified (lack of access to finance for MSMEs) 

According to the midterm report, objectives of the LCF mechanism are well aligned with Rwandan government 

policy documents and development agendas including Vision 2020, Economic Development and Poverty 

Reduction Strategy II 2013 -2018 (EDPRS II), National Strategy for Community Development and Local 

Economic Development (MINALOC, 2013), District LED Strategy and also in District Development Plans. The 

LCF mechanism supports the growth and development of rural small and microenterprises as an engine for 

growth and poverty alleviation.  
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Since then, LCF has additionally aligned itself with the National Strategy for Transformation. The relevance of 

LCF is confirmed in district level KIIs, in which BDEUs and district officials in charge of economic development 

widely expressed that LCF program objectives align with their own mandates. In addition, they responded 

positively to the activities planned as part of LCF, such as capacity building, and requested that such trainings 

be expanded to more businesses in their districts not restricted to the businesses that received funding.   

Meanwhile, LCF is also confirmed as a solution to the financial barrier for MSMEs in district KIIs as well as in 

surveys with business managers. Businesses widely expressed that the grant was much needed. Regarding the 

grant amount, 49.4% thought it was too small while 21.7% thought it was the right amount, and that they have 

a good business plan and enough staff to utilize the grant well (self-reported). Overall, this means that the LCF 

mechanism is high on relevance. 

Relevance for Business Outcomes 

Evaluation Question: Relevance of LCF as a tool for pro-poor LED (able to create jobs, increase income and add 

economic value to districts) 

As the section above confirms the relevance of LCF mechanism and especially that the LCF grant is a solution 

to the lack of access to finance issue identified, the more open-ended question is whether matching grant 

together with the types of capacity building and partnership activities advocated by LCF is an optimal solution 

to this issue.  

Previously, a study was done following the midterm to evaluate whether LCF could become a revolving fund 

in the future by examining alternative funding mechanisms that include loan fund, equity fund, guarantee 

fund, and PPP fund. The study suggests that LCF adopts a hybrid of revolving (repayable) grants and loans with 

affordable interest, as most funded companies are unable to access commercial loans. The findings of this 

evaluation confirm that the majority of businesses do not yet have the financial capacity to obtain bank loans 

given their turnover and profitability levels, and the fact that even among the half that currently practice 

bookkeeping that adheres to professional standards, the reliability of financial documents is often limited. 

Therefore, most would still need to rely on grant or low interest rate repayment schemes not through 

commercial financial institutitons. Moreover, only a part of the businesses will have the ability to repay loans 

and the majority do not generate enough profit at least at the time of the endline to start repayment soon. 

This situation may change over time and would be an area of particular interest for the follow up evaluations. 

Meanwhile, keeping LCF as a matching grant also makes it more prone to issues such as spending without 

much planning, which has happened to a number of businesses at endline and caused some to have negative 

profits due to overspending. This may be partially ameliorated through: 

 more targeted financial training for the businesses and follow-ups 

 training for the district BDEU staff to perform quick financial checks on a small number of randomly 

selected businesses during periodic site visits 

Given the advantages of an evolving fund, the more important and difficult questions that LCF may want to 

consider in the future are the criteria for determining which beneficiaries receive loans vs. repayable grants, 

the period of grant and loan repayment, the percentage(s) of interest charged for the loan portion, etc. which 

are all critical issues that would inevitably have a huge influence on the outcomes and beneficiary experience.  
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3.4. Sustainability 
Sustainability of LCF can refer to two dimensions. First, how likely it is that the LCF mechanism will be sustained 

in pilot districts at the end of the project, through institutionally embedded mechanisms and how well 

management systems are maintained by district officials. Second, whether benefits of the LCF program will 

continue after the end of the project, including whether businesses can sustain future financial growth, staff 

numbers and salaries, and whether partnerships will continue. It is the latter perception of sustainability which 

was evaluated during this evaluation period, with the former sustainability of the LCF mechanism being 

investigated during the mid-term evaluation.   

Sustainability of Business Level Outcomes  

Evaluation Question: Results on beneficiary level are likely to be sustainable 

Perceptions from business managers were overwhelmingly optimistic about the possibilities for sustaining 

project successes.  98.8%, or all but one, of the managers felt that the business partnership formed through 

LCF will continue.  The most common reason was that businesses had more trust in each other (96.3%), and 

the majority (53.7%) also felt that costs are lower, and that both raw material supply and sales markets are 

more stable in a partnership, compared to operating independently.   

The sustainability of partnerships was also expressed through interviews at the district level, with positive 

responses from informants in three of the four districts. District stakeholders felt that the benefits of 

partnership (i.e. access to markets, improved productivity, and business growth) would encourage businesses 

to stay together.  Some district stakeholders also felt that the synergy of the LCF mechanism with local plans 

and systems is more likely to produce sustainability. In Nyagatare, the LCF focus on agro-processing links well 

with the district development plan, and in Rutsiro the LCF partnership model matches better with BDEU, 

making partnerships developed under LCF more likely to be sustainable. In Gisagara, one partnership had 

resulted in the establishment of a food processing plant, creating sustainable jobs in the district. In addition, 

all districts have cited continued follow-up from LCF as a factor that would contribute to continued growth. 

Managers were similarly optimistic about the prospects of sustaining both the same number of staff (94.0%) 

and salary levels (97.6%) after the end of the project. Almost all respondents (98.8%) believed that jobs and 

salaries will be maintained due to the business, and profitability, continuing to grow. This is linked to business 

perceptions about competitiveness, where 88.0% reported that they had improved competitiveness. Out of 

the 73 companies that reported increased competitiveness, 90.4% attributed it to improved quality, 82.2% 

due to increased production, 61.6% due to having better access to either markets or consumers, 39.7% due 

to product differentiation. 

When cross-referencing these perception based indicators with those that measure businesses’ actual 

preparedness, it is found that a third of all businesses (33.7%) have made additional investments outside of 

LCF, totaling just 183.5 million RWF (0.18 million EUR), which is about a fifth of the total grant budget for call 

1. However, when examining the items in which companies have invested, about half of them spent the money 

on buying raw materials, renewing leases, etc. instead of on productivity enhancing activities. Similarly, 31.3% 

of companies reported having built up financial reserves for both depreciation and future investments. While 

this does show positive signs of companies preparing for future growth, there could have been more 

improvement in the number of companies doing such if the training sessions further raised awareness among 

the businesses and prepared them for taking these specific steps. Linking these gaps to the reported needs for 
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more financial and management training as well as weak bookkeeping observed across the board, LCF funded 

businesses seem to require at least a lot more training to sustain growth. 

Sustainability of the LCF Mechanism 

Evaluation Questions: LCF is institutionally embedded in Rwandan policy documents and institutions; The 

management system of LCF is sustainable 

Based on program documents as well as KIIs with district officials and PSF members, LCF is institutionally 

structured in such a way that local government structures, namely LODA and district governments, are 

involved in LCF planning and implementation. Meanwhile, operational procedures and various capacity 

building programs have adequately prepared local government staff to continue with the program activities. 

Compared to government institutions, however, important private sector institutions such as district PSFs 

have not been well incorporated into the program. During call 1, PSF was only involved at the national level 

meetings but not in the actual activity planning in the districts. To ensure active private sector participation 

and more importantly the dissemination of program learnings from beneficiaries to non-beneficiary 

businesses, LCF could consider involving district PSFs in more capacity building trainings and hosting sessions 

at PSF where beneficiaries can share program learnings at the district level While PSF was involved centrally, 

district BDEUs could be encouraged and assisted to condesign activities with local PSF.  This will facilitate 

integration of LCF into the local private sector for higher sustainability, and also increase the interest and 

capacity of non-beneficiaries who could become future beneficiaries. 

3.5. Efficiency 
Efficiency of the LCF Management Procedures and Systems 

Evaluation Questions: The management procedures and systems of LCF are well established and are followed 

by the implementing team; The budget invested for capacity building in various domains is justified 

According to the midterm evaluation, the LCF mechanism is well established to suit the business environment 

in Rwanda as it has smaller grant amounts but supports a larger number of businesses than a similar 

mechanism in South Africa, and has contributed to an efficient system where management procedures are 

well established with checks and balances, and fosters collaboration between internal staff, external 

consultants, LODA staff, and district staff. In addition, the midterm evaluation reported that in project 

implementation, there was a clear linkage between the implementation schedule, allocation of resources, and 

generation of outputs against planned schedules.   

In endline district KIIs, BDEU staff confirm that management procedures and systems are well structured and 

had been followed. While the budget invested in capacity building itself is confirmed to be justified by the 

types of training and feedback received, one issue that emerged was that training for the BDEU staff was not 

allotted sufficient time. As LCF was a new concept with a distinct set of procedures, BDEU staff reported 

struggling with grasping the large amount of information received during the short training sessions when the 

program first started. However, the presence and continued support of NTAs in each district was quoted as 

having been very helpful in easing the BDEUs through the program roll out.  

Meanwhile, officials in all four districts raised a major concern over the delays in disbursing installments and 

that these delays had caused major disruptions to business plans since many activities were planned around 

large seasonal fluctuations in demand and supply. All districts also explicitly listed timely funding disbursement 

as one of their top feedback and suggestions to the program.  
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On the whole, the LCF mechanism is considered to operate relatively efficiently, but also with insufficient 

timing for preparation and significant delays in funding disbursement which have reduced overall efficiency. 

Efficiency of the Program for Business Outcomes Achieved 

Evaluation Question: The results achieved in the funded projects are justified by the amount invested in the 

projects (good return on investment) 

To measure program efficiency in achieving the business outcomes observed, Return on Assets (RoA) is 

calculated for all businesses that were able to report financial data, averaging 5.00%.10 Meanwhile, net profit 

to total LCF investment at the company level (actual value of grant received to date) is 9.97%11. Both numbers, 

however, vary widely across funded businesses. For example, the highest RoA exceeds 300%, yet falls below -

30% for several of the companies.  

The table below provides comparative figures with the Local Economic Development Support Programme 

previously implemented in South Africa.12 Interestingly, while the RoI is be lower in the case of LCD Rwanda 

(10.37%, as opposed to figures exceeding 30% in South Africa), the unit cost per job appears to be more 

satisfying (about 30% less than in South Africa). 

 
RoA RoI Profit/LCF 

Unit cost per job 

(in US$)13 

LCF Rwanda 5.00% 10.37% 9.97% $1,076 

LCF S.A. – CAP14 N/A 453.25% N/A 

Gijima: $1,498 LCF S.A. – IMP15 N/A 35.40% N/A 

BEF Fund S.A.16 N/A 48.35% N/A 

 

Several considerations should be made before interpreting this table. First, the method used to calculate the 

RoI for LCF South Africa has not been described and it is therefore unknown whether the same indicator can 

be compared across the two projects. Second, these ratios account for various factors that are both 

endogenous and exogeneous, which means that they do not provide an accurate measure of the efficiency of 

the program design (except in that specific location, at that specific time). This is possible by controlling for 

other factors through econometric modelling. In that case, it appears that the relative RoI for LCF Rwanda is 

57.8%.17 

                                            
10 This is obtained by summing total income before tax for all companies and divided by the sum of total assets for all companies. 
This is different from first obtaining the ROA of each company and then averaging across the ROAs, which would give 33.91%. As 
project sizes vary, the evaluation adopts this method to reduce bias and offer a clearer picture for the overall portfolio. 
11 Likewise, this number is calculated by summing profit across companies and divided by the sum of actual grant received to date. 
Averaging the ratio of net profit to grant received for each company would yield 33.47%. 
12 Source: Local Economic Development Support Programme in KwaZulu-Natal Province, South Africa. Final Report, 2009.  
13 Exchange rates’ reference for R/US$ and R₣/US$ on 8th February 2019. 
14 LCF Competitiveness Action Plan 
15 LCF Implementation 
16 Business Enabling Fund 
17 For every increase of 1% in the grant amount received by companies, their turnover increased by 0.578%, which is 57.8% return. 
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Regarding total management costs, they amounted to over 1.005 billion RWF and accounted for 43.48% of 

the total grant budget invested in LCF beneficiaries (call 1 + call 2). When removing costs such as the salaries 

of Enabel technical staff and the one-time cost of setting-up LCF, the proportion of total management cost in 

the budget decreases to 35.80%. The figure below provides the distribution of the remaining management 

costs. While this helps understand the structure of management costs, the lack of call-level financial data 

prevents the same analysis to be done for each call.  

 

 

  

15.54%
0.09%

50.54%

21.02%

12.80%
Total management fees for 2 calls
paid to LODA and Districts

Yearly hosting of LCF website

Cost of capacity building to
beneficiaries

Call-specific costs (2 calls)

LCF Monitoring & Evaluation costs
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4. Case Studies 

4.1. Case Study 1: Impu z'iwacu Project, Gakenke District 

The Impu z'iwacu project built on an existing partnership between three companies seeking to expand their 

operations in the handcraft sector, receiving a RWF28m (approx. €27,500) grant under window two funding.    

Together, the businesses produce leather products, from livestock rearing through leather making and 

production of products such as shoes and belts, and the company which rears livestock also sells cows directly 

to butcheries.  The partners used the grant funding to purchase additional cows, new equipment and to hire 

new employees.  The new, modern production machinery helped the partners to improve the quality of their 

products, and opened up new markets in other districts and even throughout the country.   

The marketing trainings received by the businesses were instrumental in opening up these new markets, with 

companies presenting at national exhibitions and targeting prospective new clients with bespoke proposals.  

Turnover has increased for all companies, with annual turnover for the previous financial year reaching 

between RWF16m and over RWF19m, and profits are up by an average of 43% (even up to 67% for one 

company) since 2016, and capital holdings are also up by an average of 55% since baseline.   

Between them, the businesses now employ 41 staff, of which 80% have been employed since the beginning 

of the project, underlining the impact of business expansion on LED, one of the key LCF objectives.  In addition, 

over three quarters of the employees are Ubudehe 1 and 2, ensuring that the economic development 

produced is pro-poor.   Salaries have also increased: the three partners have increased the daily wage of 

temporary workers by an average of 20%, and one company increased permanent office worker and managers 

salaries by nearly 30%.  Encouragingly, the managers of each company feel that the additional employees and 

increased wages can be sustained after the end of the project, due to the companies continuing to grow and 

reinvest in their businesses.   

Businesses also have additional human resource capacity to sustain this success, with all partners participating 

in financial trainings and conducting internal financial audits since the beginning of the project.  The 

sustainability of the partnership seems set to continue to strengthen, with all partners agreeing that increased 

trust and reduced costs have further persuaded them of the value of the partnership.  The financial 

sustainability of the partners also appears solid, with all firms having capital assets worth far in excess of their 

previous year’s profits. The financial sustainability of the partners also appears solid, with all firms having 

capital assets worth far in excess of their previous year’s profits.   

4.2. Case Study 2: IT and Computer Services Project, Gisagara District  

The Information Technology and Computer Services project formed a new partnership between two 

businesses in Gisagara district, to provide a range of new IT services and products including wireless internet, 

mobile payment platforms, printing and scanning services, digital photography and sound system hire.  

Between them they were able to double their service and product offerings, through procurement of new 

equipment and better materials, hiring new staff and paying better salaries and investing in the capacity 

development of their employees.  This expansion has been widely recognised, with some district stakeholders 

even reporting increased access to internet services for the population resulting from the project as one of 

the key indicators of success of the LCF mechanism in Gisagara. 
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Each company now has several formal, and a range of informal, contracts to deliver their services on an 

ongoing basis, and has allowed them to expand into new markets both within Gisagara district, and in 

neighbouring areas, which has reportedly increased both turnover and profitability18.  As with other 

businesses benefiting from the LCF program, the two companies in the project found the marketing trainings 

particularly useful, both reporting that they have already implemented some of the strategies learnt, 

including branding, audio adverts, and social media marketing.   

As well as the addition of a wealth of new products and services, the partners reported that the improved 

quality of their service delivery has been a key driver of their success; attracting new customers, and having 

the capacity to cater to them.  

Business growth has translated into increased employment opportunities for local people, with the 

partnership now employing a total of 15 people, including 11 new staff – an almost three-fold increase.  One 

of the companies expanded from a one-man operation to now employing two permanent staff, both female.  

Seventy-three percent of the staff employed are in Ubudehe categories 1 and 2.   

Both partners have taken advantage of both technical and financial capacity strengthening activities offered 

by the LCF program.  They have now made the switch to professional bookkeeping standards, and have 

conducted formal external audits of their finances.  The increased strength of the businesses, both in 

capacity, and profitability and financial health (both companies have capital reserves in excess of previous 

year’s profits, and one firm has more than doubled their capital since baseline), bodes well for the future 

success of the partnership, which both firms expect to continue to thrive after the end of the project due to 

the increased trust they now enjoy.  This should translate into a continued positive impact on the district 

economy, with both companies reporting they hope to use some of their increased income to maintain 

employment for their increasingly well qualified workforce, as well as investing back into the business for its 

future growth, with one company reporting that they have already invested their own money into new 

equipment and supplies to grow the business.   

   

                                            
18   For the one company that reported baseline data, however, turnover had increased by 77%, although profitability was down by 
over RWF3m (from RWF3.7m to RWF0.7m). This could be attributable to high investment levels. 
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5. Limitations and Suggestions 

5.1. Program Design and Implementation 

5.1.1. Timeline of Funding Disbursement 

During survey interviews, 68.7% of the 83 businesses reported having experienced delays in receiving LCF 

funding installments. Out of the 57 businesses that reported delays, 52 (91.2% ) attributed the delays to LCF 

process, 4 attributed it to their own reasons (unable to submit action plans or reports on time), and 1 cited 

the guarantee fund as the main reason. A number of businesses mentioned that the delays in funding had 

large negative impacts on their activities, as their original activity plans submitted to LCF were developed 

around time sensitive business activities. Significant seasonal fluctuations in the prices of raw materials and 

market demand were cited as a main issue that prevented many businesses from purchasing the quantity of 

raw materials needed at the desired quality or producing in time to meet the surge in market demand.  

This is echoed in KIIs across all 4 districts, where respondents from BDEUs uniformly raised a suggestion for 

LCF to disburse funding installments on time as per the timelines originally set. Besides general delays in the 

process, some beneficiaries not being fully notified in advance about the guanrantee money for receiving 

funding was cited as another reason that had caused specific companies to be unable to provide all documents 

in time for funding disbursement.  

Therefore, it is recommended that LCF: 

 seek solutions to speed up funding in the following calls by analyzing in depth the exact stages where 

delays happened and the reasons, and resolve potential bureaucratic issues 

 take into account potential delays at various steps in the administrative process while setting the 

funding disbursement timelines 

 better prepare businesses for potential delays at least before the submission of activity plans, and 

help beneficiaries find alternative solutions if and when delays happen 

 

5.1.2. Capacity Building 

One main issue identified in interviews with district BDEU staff is that accountants who were hired by funded 

business for the program quit after receiving the financial training, thereby adding to the cost and leaving the 

companies without proper accounting measures for longer periods of time. On the other hand, almost half of 

all companies have expressively voiced the need for more technical training, and many others have expressed 

the desire to go on study tours to observe successful companies in the sector. This has also been linked to a 

major barrier to company growth in both company surveys and district interviews—difficulty in obtaining “S” 

mark certification. Therefore, LCF could: 

 consider offering incentives for trained accountants to stay with funded businesses to reduce financial 

staff attrition and associated knowledge loss 

 explore the possibility of partnering with RSB to inform businesses on the procedure of obtaining “S” 

mark 

 add specific program features to support companies to obtain “S” marks 
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5.2. Measurement 

5.2.1. Impact Evaluation vs. Outcome Assessment 

In order to determine whether the changes or impacts observed over time in evaluations are attributable to 

the intervention, rather than some other factor or set of factors, it is necessary to establish a counterfactual 

for comparison. The evaluation’s lack of a counterfactual, or control or comparison group, means that causal 

attribution of any changes observed cannot be rigorously linked to the intervention. Therefore, the business 

level results presented in this evaluation are outcomes that cannot be entirely attributed to LCF and should 

not be taken as such.  

To establish a counterfactual, the evaluation initially explored the possibility of using Regression Continuity 

Design (RDD), which is a quasi-experimental approach that can be used to approximate a Randomized 

Control Trial (RCT) when an RCT is not feasible, such as in the case of LCF where awarding grants goes 

through a rigorous selection process. However, as LCF evaluates on a project instead of business basis (i.e. 

fewer observations for analysis) and the process includes several rounds of selection which drastically 

reduces the number of projects at each step, the number of comparable projects left at the end is far too 

small to satisfy the requirement of the analysis. However, RDD could still be a possibility if the number of 

comparable projects can be large enough19 and that the threshold for awarding a project is clear cut. A 

possible way of establishing an RDD can be the following (combined): 

 Select a larger number of projects at EOI stage by either increasing awareness or having a lower 

cutoff point 

 Combine the Full Proposal evaluation with the Due Diligence evaluation into a single score and use a 

clear cutoff of this score as the single criterion for project selection 

 Offer capacity building for projects before applications are submitted, to ensure that the 

counterfactual group is able to produce financial data at a similar level of reliability as the selected 

group 

 Follow up to obtain the financial data 

Another way of establishing better causal relationship is through a ToC (non-experimental). The ToC method 

would involve first developing a robust ToC for the program, and then a series of steps to evidence whether 

all the connectors and intermediate outcomes in the ToC occurred, whether they occurred in the order 

predicted in the ToC, as well as systematically comparing different case studies to understand whether the 

different factors interacted the same in all cases to cause the impacts.  

5.2.2. Value Chain Development vs. Value Addition 

A value chain “describes the full range of activities that are required to bring a product or service from 

conception, through the intermediary phases of production (...), delivery to final consumers, and final 

disposal after use.”  Value Chain Development (VCD) assesses at a macro level what can be done to improve 

the competitiveness of a value chain for one product or service against other value chains for the same 

product of service.  VCD focuses on one product or service, and then systematically aims to improve the 

functionality of that value chain by working with all actors who are involved in it to improve efficiency, 

coordination and profitability for the benefit of all.  

This generally would involve the selection of a particular value chain, a thorough market systems analysis , 

design and implementation of interventions which would systematically and sustainably improve one or 

                                            
19 The minimum sample size required would depend on a few variables such as the size of the effect expected and needs to be 
calculated and adjusted on a case by case basis. 
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more of the five drivers of change (systems efficiency, product quality, product differentiation, social and 

environmental standards, enabling environment), and a results measurement mechanism of how 

interventions contribute to the development of the value chain.    

While some LCF program components do seem to link directly to some of the drivers of change in VCD, LCF’s 

current logical theory of activities-to-impact in Rwanda fits better with the narrower concept of Value 

Addition (VA). VA focuses at a more micro level on how one actor or company in the value chain can add 

economic value to their product or service in order to make it more valuable and therefore produce more 

profit for the company, such as using machinery to process raw materials.  

As VCD is one of the initial ambitions of LCF, it is recommended that LCF: 

 revise its indicator framework to include indicators that specifically measure VCD 

 select priority value chains within districts, and offer specific capacity building training targeted at 

selected VCD 

 

  



39 

 

 

  



40 

 

References 
BTC Rwanda. LCF Application Guidelines: Call 1. January 2017. 

BTC Rwanda. LCF: Assessment of the feasibility of establishing LCF in 8 pilot districts in Rwanda. May 2016. 

Department of Economic Development and Tourism (DEDT), Republic of South Africa. Local Economic 

Development Support Programme in KwaZulu-Natal Province: Final Report. 

Greenwise Consult Ltd. Intermediary Evaluation of First Call of Local Competitiveness Facility: Final Report. 

June, 2018. 

LCF. LCF Baseline Report Call 1. December 2017. 

LCF. Most Significant Change for LCF beneficiaries: Report after central selection. 

LCF. Operational Manual. April 2017. 

LCF. Reporting, monitoring and evaluation manual. August 2018. 

LCF. Summary on The Study on Alternative Funding Mechanisms by LCF for Private Sector Development in 

Rwanda. September 2018.  

LODA. LCF Programme document. September 2016. 

LODA. Sustainability Plan of LCF. August 2018. 

Van Tienhoven, Nico; Bernd Drechsler. LED Support in the KwaZulu-Natal Province: Final Evaluation. April 2012. 

  

  



41 

 

 

  



42 

 

Annexes 
Annex I. Company Specific Analysis 

This section covers company level analysis for the following 6 categories as per the TOR: 

Description in TOR Measurement/Methodology20 

Experienced growth and 
further growth potential 

 Experienced growth is calculated as percentage change in annual 
turnover from baseline 

 Further growth potential is measured using a scale of High, Medium, 
and Low. The evaluation criteria include a combination of 6 factors—
quality improvements, new or improved processes, market expansion, 
changes in profitability from baseline, own investment in business 
outside of LCF, and financial reserves. The classification is as follows: 

o High: positive in 5-6 of the 6 areas 

o Medium: positive in 3-4 of the 6 areas 

o Low: positive in 0-2 of the 6 areas 

Opportunities/challenges 
for further growth 

Challenges as identified through answers to relevant qualitative and 
quantitative questions in the survey. Some of the most common challenges 
are the need to further improve product quality for higher competitiveness 
/in need of S mark, transport/distribution, and access to more capital. 

Market access  Highest level at which a business is selling its products/services 

Improvement in product 
quality 

Whether a business improved its product quality through LCF. NA/Other 
denotes wherever a company indicated in the survey that no quality 
certification applies to its products/services or that it has gained other 
types of benefits from LCF, such as getting accredited/registered to sell 
their products/services. 

Profitability Calculated as the ratio of profit/loss to turnover 

Readiness to access loans 
from commercial banks 

Evaluated on a scale of High, Medium, and Low using the following criteria: 

o High (might be ready to access commercial loans in the near term 
future/~1 year): formally registered, practice professional 
bookkeeping, possess land/property that can be used as collateral, 
with profitability > 36% (~twice the market interest rate for 
loans21) 

o Medium (might be ready in the medium term/1-3 years): formally 
registered, practice professional bookkeeping, with profitability > 
26% (average profitability across the LCF Call 1 portfolio) 

o Low (might not be ready anytime soon): all of the rest 

                                            
20 Caveats: 1. Evaluations on “further growth potential” and “readiness to access loans from commercial banks” are based on the 
quantitative and qualitative answers obtained from company surveys, but are also subject to many external conditions not 
necessarily related to LCF and outside of the scope of this study. In addition, the evaluation would vary depending on the standards 
/thresholds used (e.g. different loan interest rates and eligibility criteria). Therefore, results from these two evaluation areas should 
be taken with extreme caution. 2. Due to the reliability of financial data, especially those from baseline, calculations and analysis 
regarding turnover and profitability should also be taken with caution. 
21 Current market interest rate for business loans in Rwanda is usually around 17-18% (multiple sources including commercial bank 
websites and news reports on web). 
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Evaluation results are presented in the table below: 

Company Experienced 
growth 

Further 
growth 
potential 

Challenges for further 
growth 

Market 
access 

Improved 
quality 

Profitability Readiness 
to access 
loans 

ABATARUSHA -61.90% Low Product quality Regionally Yes 19.24% Low 

COATA GASEKE -69.03% Medium Product quality Regionally Yes 29.44% Medium 

COOPAGANT -90.85% Medium Transport/distribution Regionally Yes 50.00% Low 

INZIRAYITERAMBERE 
/RUSASA 

-34.40% Medium None identified Locally NA/Other 18.86% Low 

SINDUWAZA LTD -54.63% Medium Transport/distribution Locally NA/Other 47.97% High 

IMANZI 33.33% Low Product quality & 
management 

Kigali Yes 35.71% Low 

INKORAMUTIMA 0.00% Medium Product quality Kigali Yes 40.00% Low 

TURWUBAKE 144.90% Medium Transport/distribution Regionally NA/Other 33.33% Low 

DUSHYIGIKIRANE 
MATABA LTD 

350.00% Low None identified Regionally No 22.22% Low 

KOKKA LTD NA Medium Product quality Regionally Yes -16.92% Low 

COAFGA -82.91% High None identified Regionally Yes 37.50% Low 

COVAFGA 339.37% High Quality & 
transport/distribution 

Nationwide Yes 3.38% Low 

ABAMWE KARAMBO NA Medium None identified Regionally Yes 32.47% Low 

ABAVUKAGI -60.89% Low None identified Locally Yes 40.00% Low 

IMBAKA 75.87% Medium Chemicals used in 
agriculture kill bees 

Regionally Yes 28.53% Medium 

ABAHUJUMUGAMBI -91.61% Low None identified Locally No 60.00% Low 

ICYIZERE IWACU -75.25% Medium Cold storage Kigali Yes 5.26% Low 

AGRI HEALTH LTD 29.23% Medium Access to more capital Nationwide Yes 26.62% Medium 

IMPU Z'IWACU  128.46% High Transport/distribution 
& production capacity 

Regionally Yes 33.32% Medium 

TWUBAKE UMUBIRI -77.19% Low Partner needs to 
expand 

Locally NA/Other 6.51% Low 

COOPERATIVE 
INTEGE 

83.85% Low None identified Regionally Yes 6.04% Low 

EAST AFRICAN 
SERVICES JOB 
RWANDA LTD 

-78.40% Low Animal abode Regionally NA/Other 62.96% Low 

SENZIMA SUPPLY 912.50% Low Market information Regionally Yes 12.35% Low 

ASSOCIATION EJO 
HEZA 

NA Low None identified Locally NA/Other 46.46% Low 

MAISON SAINT 
BERNARD LTD 

-4.93% Medium None identified Locally Yes 42.39% Low 

VTC NOTRE DAME DE 
BONNE ESPERANCE 

NA Low None identified Locally NA/Other NA Low 

CENTER FOR YOUTH 
INITIATIVES KIBIRIZI 

63.76% Medium Access to more capital Regionally NA/Other 0.15% Low 

CROIX ROUGE 
RWANDA 

NA Low Transport/distribution NA/Other NA/Other NA Low 

UBWIZA 614.29% High Access to more capital Regionally Yes 34.62% Low 

KOGUNIKI -85.59% Low Market information Locally NA/Other -48.23% Low 

UMUNSAMA 
COMPANY LTD 

NA Medium None identified Locally Yes NA Low 

PERFORMANCE 
FOREVER CO LTD 

378.75% Medium Access to more capital Locally NA/Other 22.06% Low 
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GISAGARA YOUTH 
INNOVATION CENTER 
LTD 

NA Medium Access to more capital Regionally Yes -25.00% Low 

KOJEDEL 
(COOPERATIVE POUR 
DEVELOPMENT DES 
JEUNES LOCAL) 

363.83% Medium Insufficient raw 
materials 

Locally Yes 11.90% Low 

SHOES MAKING 
COOPERATIVE (SMC) 

3.62% Medium Transport/distribution 
& product attraction 

Locally Yes -30.98% Low 

ITSINDA 
ABISHYIZEHAMWE 

-86.63% High Transport/distribution Regionally Yes 33.33% Low 

URUGORI COMPANY 
LTD 

-56.26% High Transport/distribution Regionally NA/Other 34.22% Medium 

INKANDA LTD -10.92% Medium None identified Kigali Yes 16.17% Low 

KIATO AFADHAI -19.83% High Product quality Nationwide Yes 6.78% Low 

URUHU RUNOZE LTD -24.44% Medium Insufficient raw 
materials 

Locally Yes 8.66% Low 

GISAGARA MODERN 
FARMERS LTD 

NA Not yet 
operative 

Not yet operative NA/Other NA/Other NA Low 

SOUTH QUALITY 
MATERIALS /EAST 
LTD 

NA Not yet 
operative 

Not yet operative NA/Other NA/Other NA Low 

IMPAMBA MAIS 
COMPANY LTD 

-35.14% Medium None identified Locally NA/Other 30.77% Low 

KOPERATIVE 
TUGANZE 
UBUNEBWE GISHUBI 
(KOTUGI) 

1201.44% Medium Warehouse too small Locally Yes 8.95% Low 

INYAMAMARE LTD 400.07% High Transport/distribution 
& packaging 

Regionally Yes 9.66% Low 

N.K.G LTD -72.22% Low None identified Locally No 68.00% Low 

FRANCTEC NA Medium District regulation 
restricts service 
delivery outside of 
district 

Regionally NA/Other 5.48% Low 

MUSECA LTD 29.52% Medium District regulation 
restricts service 
delivery outside of 
district 

Regionally NA/Other 1.27% Low 

DEPOT PATMOS 313.73% Medium Product quality Regionally Yes 7.78% Low 

KOAMAZI -45.04% Medium Access to more capital Locally Yes 20.00% Low 

ABAHIZI MU 
MURIMO 

-92.09% Medium Access to more capital Regionally NA/Other 44.14% Low 

USHONI WANGUO 
COOPERATIVE 

282.75% Medium Access to more capital Locally NA/Other 66.35% Medium 

EMMANUEL 
KAGUBARI 

-86.02% Medium Formalization Locally NA/Other 70.08% Low 

IMBONIYACU 
COMPANY LTD 

NA Low Transport/distribution 
& access to more 
capital 

Locally Yes 55.46% Low 

TECHNOLOGY OF 
MAKING SKIN IWACU 

-64.51% Medium Access to more capital Nationwide NA/Other 2.95% Low 

NATURAL FRUITS 
DRIER COMPANY 

620.75% Medium None identified Kigali NA/Other 9.80% Low 

CODAR 
(COOPERATIVE DE 
DEVELOPMENT 
AGRICOLE DE 
RUGALI) 

-38.71% High None identified Regionally Yes 11.04% Low 

KODUBMI NA Medium None identified Locally Yes 31.76% Low 
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BUTTER LOAF BREAD 
BAKERY LTD 

145.04% Medium None identified Regionally Yes 20.54% Low 

EAST AFRICAN FARM 
FOUNDATION 

154.58% High Product quality & 
unstable rentals 

Kigali Yes 32.45% Medium 

QUALITY AND VISION 
COMPANY 

476.00% Medium None identified Locally Yes 38.89% Medium 

MGW BUSINESS 
COMPANY LTD  

-7.02% Medium Transport/distribution Regionally NA/Other 40.63% High 

SUNSHINE TRADIND 
AND CONSTRUCTION 
PVT LTD 

-49.15% Medium Transport/distribution Regionally NA/Other 19.48% Low 

BWEYA, CENJOJO, 
RWEMPASHA, 
KAZAZA 
COOPERATIVE 
(BCRKC) 

402.85% Medium Technical capacity Locally Yes 5.56% Low 

EASTERN PROVINCE 
GENETIC 
IMPROVEMENT 
COOPERATIVE 

87.72% Medium Climate change & 
access to more capital 

Locally Yes 51.23% High 

NYAGATARE DAIRY 
MARKETING 
COOPERATIVE 
(NDMAC) 

NA Medium Access to more capital Locally Yes NA Low 

CENTRE D'ACCUEIL 
VIERGE DES PAUVRES 

22.88% Medium Access to more capital Locally NA/Other 2.07% Low 

KOTWIMU -20.00% Medium None identified Regionally NA/Other 48.08% Medium 

COABA 581.86% High Transport/distribution Kigali Yes 7.26% Low 

TUWUBUNGABUNGE 
LTD 

12.50% Low None identified Locally NA/Other 38.89% Low 

BAMUNI COMPANY 
LTD 

47.79% High None identified Regionally Yes 56.77% Low 

FURUM NA Medium Access to more capital Locally Yes 27.51% Medium 

IBYIRINGIRO BUMBA -12.50% Medium Transport/distribution Locally NA/Other 34.29% Low 

KUNDUMURIMO 
MUNYARWANDA 

25.80% Medium None identified Regionally NA/Other 75.31% Low 

NELAC -16.67% Medium Production capacity Locally NA/Other 2.52% Low 

ABISHYIZEHAMWE -48.22% Medium Climate change & 
technical capacity 

Locally Yes 82.22% Low 

COAPIRU 73.63% Medium None identified Locally Yes 21.27% Low 

COOPERATIVE POUR 
LE DEVELOPMENT 
APICOLE 
RASOURVUGARDE DE 
L'ENVIRONMENT 

66.46% High None identified Locally Yes 5.48% Low 

COVED 26.45% Medium None identified Locally Yes 16.31% Low 

UNICOAPIGI -79.28% Medium None identified Locally Yes 38.23% High 

9 COOPERATIVES 6.72% Medium Seasonality of 
demand/supply 

Regionally NA/Other 55.56% Low 

CONGO NILE TRAIL 
FOOD LTD 

-46.03% Medium Product quality & 
transport/distribution 

Kigali NA/Other 16.82% Low 

UCOPE RUTSIRO 
(UNION 
COOPERATIVE PECHE 
DE RUTSIRO) 

-40.79% Medium Production capacity Locally NA/Other 12.14% Low 
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Annex II. QCA Concept and Detailed Methodology  

Introduction to Qualitative Comparative Assessment (QCA)  

Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) is a tool that is applied to establish linkages between the input factors 

(interventions by the firm and the program, allocation and utilization of funds to various aspects of businesses) 

and the outcomes achieved at the program level. The QCA is a conjunctive assessment tool, which helps 

identify pathways which lead to specific outcome sets, especially for small to mid-size data sets. QCA has 

several advantageous features – 

(1) It is a powerful tool for the analysis of causal complexity – Using QCA, it is possible to assess causation 

that is very complex, involving different combinations of causal conditions capable of generating the same 

outcome. For instance, a group of necessary input factors such as capacity building to new employees, 

investments in marketing of the product and effective negotiations with the client may be altogether 

necessary for increased market access; i.e.; the outcome cannot be achieved individually by each factor, but 

all the factors combined need to play a role. This feature of QCA strongly contrasts with the ‘net effects’ 

thinking that dominates conventional social science, such as the application of log frames. 

(2) It is ideal for small to intermediate research designs – QCA can be usefully applied to research designs 

involving small to medium sized sample size of case studies (usually between 5 to 50). Since there are too 

many cases for researchers to comprehend, document and draw lessons from, QCA serves as a convenient 

tool to sample a set of cases that have success and failure factors.  

(3) QCA is a method that bridges qualitative and quantitative analysis - Most aspects of QCA require 

familiarity with cases, which in turn demands in-depth knowledge (which in this case has been captured in the 

framework through a Delphi process, i.e.; detailed stakeholder consultations). At the same time, QCA is 

capable of identifying decisive cross-case patterns, the usual domain of quantitative analysis. QCA’s 

examination of cross-case patterns respects the diversity of cases and their heterogeneity with regard to their 

different causally relevant conditions and contexts by comparing cases as configurations. 

Given these features of QCA, the consultant team applied the tool to identify combinations of success and 

failure factors that have contributed to the outcomes at the LCF program level. For the purpose 

of this assessment, the team carried out following activities: 

a) Selection of business case studies (projects) using a set of parameters 

b) Data collection for each of the identified case study through in-depth interviews and surveys with 

project managers of the individual firms  

c) Design of QCA framework and application of the tool to the sample size of case studies (using 

Tosmana – Tool for Small-N Analysis Software) 

QCA Framework to Assess Combinations of Factors for Success of LCF-funded Projects  

On next page is a snapshot of the QCA framework designed to assess the combination of success factors that 

would lead to program outcomes. The input factors include the interventions implemented by the LCF 

program and by the projects using the grant. The output factors include the performance of the projects in 

various categories. 

Input Factors – The team identified 4 key factors that were implemented by the LCF and/or by the participants 

and applicants within a project.  
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1. Capacity building of firms in financial reporting and management – this was one of the core interventions 

implemented under LCF, with a purpose to create awareness among firms and cooperatives (formal and 

informal) on the importance of corporate finances, mechanisms to gather and report key financial indicators, 

and application of those statement for decision making. Based on our consultations with project beneficiaries, 

this intervention helped them realize the fundamentals of business models and the relevance of financial 

reporting, not only to access LCF funding but in the long term to access loans and enhance financial stability.  

The team identified this factor given its importance and also to understand whether other input factors in 

combination with this would be essential to achieve certain outcomes.   

2. Marketing & branding – This was another area in which beneficiaries were provided some training. While 

there are several firms that did not find this training very useful, a few firms and cooperatives have been able 

to apply the newly acquired marketing skills to reach out to customers through different channels such as 

radio, door to door marketing, announcements in district meetings, etc. These initiatives have helped the 

beneficiaries to penetrate markets outside their own sectors and even districts. Additionally, firms have 

realized the importance of ‘S-mark’ and its benefits while reaching out to well-informed consumers. Hence, 

the team identified application of marketing knowledge as one of the input factors to evaluate whether it does 

contribute to success or failure of the program performance.  

3. Technical training – The LCF funding allowed co-operatives and firms to partner with TVET institutes and 

NGOs that could provide skill development services to them. Also, the applicants could also include a 

component of technical training funding within their business proposal and seek those funds from LCF along 

with support from an external trainer/consultant. Hence, given this option for incorporating technical training 

along with funding provided an opportunity to applicants to enhance their skills, increase labor productivity, 

quality of the product and add value to items. A few beneficiaries have sought this support and/or partnered 

with TVET institutes and NGOs.  

Hence the team included this as an input factor, again, to understand the relevance of technical training for 

improved performance of the program.  

4. Value addition and/or new product development – The purpose of providing grants through LCF funds was 

to support businesses financially and help them in investing in opportunities that would increase revenue and 

make them financially sustainable. It is important to understand whether a large portion of the funding 

provided to project (more than 50%) was used for investment in assets such as machinery, equipment, 

establishment of offices, etc – all which would be used for creating new products, or increase value addition, 

or improve quality of existing products.  

Below is the table with metrics defined for each input factor and the corresponding scoring rubric. The more 

useful a project (including applicant and its partners) find an intervention and applies those interventions, the 

greater is the score allocated to the project.  

Table 1: Input Factors 

Parameter for 

Assessment 
Scale Score 

Project applicant and all partners received intensive training from 

LCF on financial management and reporting methods  

0.33 
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Capacity Building 

(Financial Management 

& Reporting)  

Either project applicant or partners received intensive training from 

LCF on financial management and reporting methods AND also 

applied the newly learned skills effectively to report financial data  

0.67 

All the partners in the project, including the applicant received 

intensive training from LCF on financial management and reporting 

methods AND also applied the newly learned skills effectively to 

report financial data  

1 

Marketing & Branding  Project applicant and partners received training from LCF on new 

marketing techniques  

0.25 

Project applicant and partners received training from LCF on new 

marketing techniques AND applied those techniques to promote 

their products (such as participation at local events/exhibitions/BD 

trips outside the district)  

0.5 

Project applicant and partners received training from LCF on new 

marketing techniques AND applied those techniques to promote 

their products PLUS (+) they applied for RSB certification  

0.75 

Project applicant and partners received training from LCF on new 

marketing techniques AND applied those techniques to promote 

their products PLUS (+) they applied for RSB certification AND 

received the "S" mark/ other quality certificate  

1 

Skill 

Development/Technical 

Training  

Project included TVET / NGO / other external consultant as a 

partner/applicant responsible for skilling informal/small/medium 

sized companies OR Project Participants received technical training 

from LCF  

0.5 

Project included TVET / NGO / other external consultant as a 

partner/applicant responsible for skilling informal/small/medium 

sized companies AND the partners used the allocated LCF funds to 

receive the training AND the newly skilled staff/workers applied the 

training received to improve the quality of products 

1 

Value Addition and/or 

New Product 

Development 

Did not use LCF funds for investment in machinery/equipment/other 

capital required for value addition or developing a new product  

0.33 

50% and more funding was used for investment in 

machinery/equipment/other capital (including transportation 

vehicle) to add value to existing products or create new products.  

0.67 

50% and more funding was used for investment in 

machinery/equipment/other capital (including transportation 

vehicle) to add value to existing products or create new products 

AND there was improvement in quality 

1 

 

Outcomes - Similarly, the team has defined the outcome factors. The key outcomes to be achieved by the 

program are financial performance, job creation and market access. Below the table defines the metrics and 
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scoring criteria for each of the outcomes. The QCA analyses the combination of input factors that are 

needed for the success of each outcome.  

Table 2: Outcome Factors 

Parameter for 

Assessment 
Scale Score 

Financial 

Performance  

None of the partners in the Project have increased revenue  0.33 

The applicant or one of the partners has increased revenue  0.67 

All partners in the Project have increased their revenue  1 

Job Creation  Project has employed additional temporary and/or permanent staff and is 

concerned with sustainability of HR costs and revenue  

0.5 

Project has employed additional temporary/permanent staff and is 

confident of maintaining the staff for next 2-3 years  

1 

Market Access  Project partners have NOT accessed new markets. They continue to cater 

to markets before LCF implementation.  

0.33 

Project partners have accessed new markets, but within the district  0.67 

Project partners have accessed new markets outside the district (Kigali, 

Neighboring markets) 

1 

Identification of Case Studies  

The team identified 18 projects across the four districts, which covers approximately 54 beneficiaries 

(cooperatives and firms). These projects were identified based on following criteria. The annexure provides a 

list of these 18 projects.  

1 Sector/industry – since most projects were funded in agriculture and agro-processing, the team has 

ensured that the projects selected are not biased towards this sector 

2 Funding window – equal importance has been given to both funding windows to ensure that the 18 

projects are representative of the entire population of beneficiaries  

3 District – 3-4 projects from each district have been identified 

Analysis of Causal Pathways  

Qualitative Comparative Assessment (QCA) carried out for 18 projects (covering 54 companies)22 provides 

insights on combinations of critical variables/input factors that would lead to positive outcomes from LCF 

funding. QCA analysis helps in understanding whether the activities conducted under LCF funding program are 

relevant for the final outcomes that the program seeks to achieve.  

The input factors considered for the study are – (1) Capacity Building in financial management and reporting 

provided to LCF funded companies, its usefulness and ability of the companies to apply those skills (2) 

Marketing skills build among the companies through LCF funding, its usefulness to the beneficiaries and 

application of those techniques (3) Technical skills received by beneficiaries through external consultants via 

                                            
22 Refer to the end of the section for list of cases 
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LCF or partnerships with TVET and/or NGOs (4) Investments by beneficiaries in value added activities or 

creation of new products.  

The team analyzed the combination of these input factors for 3 key outcomes – (1) improved financial 

performance, (2) job creation and (3) increased access to markets. Below are the results and takeaways from 

QCA analysis –  

(1) Improved Financial Performance –  

Cases Causal Pathways 

GUT, NEL VALUE ADD    

COA, CER  CAPACITY 

BUILDING 

MARKETING TECHNICAL SKILLS 

BAM, BAK, DAI VALUE ADD CAPACITY 

BUILDING 

MARKETING TECHNICAL SKILLS 

 

 NOT NECESSARY ELEMENTS  ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS FOR 

SUCCESS 

For most projects studied under QCA, marketing skills and technical capacity are NOT NECESSARY input factors 

that would contribute to improved financial performance (as measured in terms of increase in revenue)23 of 

the applicants and its partners. However, our analysis indicates that capacity building of the applicants and its 

partners in financial management and reporting gives a strong push to the beneficiaries to not only record 

their financial performance but actually show results. The monitoring of financial performance on a quarterly 

basis by the district BDE unit is an additional incentive for the beneficiaries to perform.  

Apart from capacity building in financial management, our analysis indicates that for a few projects, use of LCF 

funding in investments in machinery, equipment and other capital assets used for value addition or creation 

of new products creates additional pressure. Such investments in machinery (rather than expenditure on 

hiring staff or increasing salary) makes beneficiaries accountable for the utilization of funds and ensure returns 

on it by increased revenue.  

(2) Job Creation  

Cases Causal Pathways 

GUH, COA, CER  MARKETING  TECHNICAL SKILLS  

GUT, NEL CAPACITY 

BUILDING 

MARKETING   

IMA, UBU, CAPACITY 

BUILDING 

 TECHNICAL SKILLS VALUE ADD 

                                            
23 Note that ideally, increase in profits would be a suitable indicator. However, given the lack of reliable base line data, this indicator 
could not be considered.  



51 

 

BAK, DAI CAPACITY 

BUILDING 

 TECHNICAL SKILLS VALUE ADD  

 NOT NECESSARY 

ELEMENTS 

 ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS FOR 

SUCCESS 

The table above indicates that for most projects, none of the 4 variables/input factors all together are 

necessary for creation of jobs. A few projects indicate that technical skills combined with investments in assets 

for value addition has led to job creation. Based on the data gathered from companies, most beneficiaries 

have spent funding on purchasing equipment, machinery and purchase of raw materials. These investments 

have helped the beneficiaries maximize the productivity of existing labor than hire large numbers of new staff. 

However, certain beneficiaries have hired new labor (especially the applicant firms) and several have also 

utilized a portion of the funds to hire temporary staff and/or increase salaries. Yet, the QCA analysis indicates 

that there is no specific and necessary combination of factors that would lead to job creation.  

(3) Increased Market Access –  

Cases Causal Pathways 

COA, CER CAPACITY 

BUILDING 

MARKETING TECHNICAL SKILLS  

IMA CAPACITY 

BUILDING 

MARKETING TECHNICAL SKILLS  

BAK, DAI CAPACITY 

BUILDING 

 TECHNICAL SKILLS VALUE ADDITION 

CNG, BEE  MARKETING TECHNICAL SKILLS VALUE ADDITION 

UBU, ING, IMP CAPACITY 

BUILDING 

MARKETING TECHNICAL SKILLS VALUE ADDITION 

 NOT NECESSARY 

ELEMENTS 

 ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS FOR 

SUCCESS 

For LCF funding to contribute to increased market access for the beneficiaries, there are several causal 

pathways. From the QCA analysis in the table above, there are 2 key takeaways –  

1. Building technical skills among beneficiaries either through external consultants or partnerships with TVET 

and NGOs combined with investments in value addition and new products is ESSENTIAL for beneficiaries to 

access new markets (outside districts)  

2. Building capacity in marketing skills is not necessary when combined with technical skills and investments 

in value added activities. This can be validated through qualitative inputs gathered in the survey, where most 

beneficiaries indicated that the marketing skills provided through LCF program mainly helped them to reach 

out to new customers  locally within their district and not essentially outside the districts. The marketing 

methods mostly used were door to door advertisements, announcements in district meetings and in local 

radio, which helped in creating awareness about the introduction of a new product or quality of an existing 

item. These methods did not necessarily support the firms to penetrate into new markets or expand their 

customer network.  
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The potential of the beneficiaries to access new markets increased due to quality improvement which was 

through technical capacity building and investments in improved processing and packaging methods.  

Final Takeaways from QCA Analysis –  

1 Encouraging beneficiaries to invest in new processing methods, purchasing equipment and raw 

material helps improve product quality and overall production capacity. This combined with technical 

capacity building for all (not only for those through partnerships with TVET and NGO) increases the 

chances for INCREASED MARKET ACCESS & INCREASED REVENUE.  

2 Capacity building of beneficiaries in financial management and reporting is relevant and LCF program 

must continue with the same as it increases accountability and contributes indirectly to financial 

performance.  

3 Marketing skills provided to beneficiaries are useful and beneficiaries were immediately able to apply 

those. However, marketing techniques need to extend beyond the district so that it can positively 

contribute to increased market access and financial performance.  

 

List of QCA Cases 

PROJECTS: NAME (DISTRICT) – SECTOR/WINDOW FUNDING/PRIME PRODUCT 

Project 1: COATA (Gakenke) - Agroprocessing/Window 1/PineappleJuice 

Project 2: Coop Intenge (Gakenke) - Agroprocessing/Window2/BananaWine & Pigs  

Project 3:Impu z'iwacu (Gakenke) - Window2/Handicraft- Leather items (shoes, belts) 

Project 4: Umushinga (Gisagara) - Window 1/Tourism 

Project 5: ITCSP (Gisagara) - Window2/Computer Services,Photography, Scanning, etc 

Project 6: Ubudozi, ububaji, gusudira n'indi myuga (Gisagara) - Window 1/Handicraft 

(Clothes) -- RED CROSS  

Project 7: Guhinga urutoki n'inanasi  (Gisagara) - Window 1/Agroprocessing/BananaBeer 

Project 8: Gutunganya (Gisagara) - Window2 /AgroProcessing/Milk 

Project 9: CongoNile (Rutsiro) - Window2 /AgroProcessing/Fish 

Project 10: Nelac (Rutsiro) - Window2 /Tourism/ Restaurant + Agroprocessing 

Project 11: Bamboo (Rutsiro) - Window2 /Handicraft - Furniture 

Project 12: Beehive (Rutsiro) - Window2 /AgroProcessing/Honey 

Project 13: Nyagatare ceramics (Nyagatare) - Window2 /Handicrafts/Bricks & Tiles 

Project 14: Bakery (Nyagatare) - Window2 /AgroProcessing/Bakery Items 

Project 15: Dairy (Nyagatare) - Window2 /AgroProcessing/Milk 

Project 16: Gukora akawunga (Nyagatare) - Window2 /AgroProcessing/Maize & Beans 
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Project 17:Kokka (Gakenke) - Window1 /AgroProcessing/Maize & Flour + Chicken Feed 

Project 18:Imanzi (Gakenke) - Window1 /AgroProcessing/Honey 
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Annex III. Selected Photos of Operations 
 

         

DEPOT PATMOS    East African Services Job Rwanda 

 

         

Impu z’iwacu       KOKKA 
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KOTWIMU     Natural Fruits Drier Company 

 

                  

      Technology of Making Skin Iwacu (TMSI)      UNICOAPIGI 
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