REPORT
Impact-Driven & Action-Based Driven Project
July 2022

Baseline Needs Assessment:

Water, sanitation, & hygiene, energy, and food
security evaluation in Bisagara and Rugurama
villages in Rwanda

Dr.-Ing. Natalia Realpe Carrillo
HEDERA Sustainable Solutions & Institute for Advanced Sustainability Studies (IASS)

Joachim Hauschopp
Sustainable Villages Foundation

Dr. habil. Alfonso Caiazzo
HEDERA Sustainable Solutions

POWERED BY HEDERA v



BASELINE ASSESSMENT - SUSTAINABLE VILLAGES FOUNDATION

Contents
1 Acknowledgements 4
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 5
Part 1: METHODOLOGY 6
2 Assessment Frameworks 7
21  Energy Access Assessment: The Multi-Tier Framework . . . . . . ... .. ... .. ... 7
211 Measuring Access to Electricity Supply & Electricity Consumption .. . . . . . .. 7
212  Measuring Access to Modern Cooking Solutions . . . . . ... ... ... . . . ... . 7
22  Water, Sanitation, & Hygiene Assessment (WASH): Joint Monitoring Program . . . . . . 7
2921  Water Service Ladder . . . . 10
29292  Sanitation Service Ladder . . . ... 10
2923  Hygiene Facility Service Ladder . . . . . . ... ... 10
23  Food Insecurity Assessment . . . . . .. 1
3 Digital Tools for Household Data Collection 11
Part 2: RESULTS 13
4 Sample Description 13
41 Demographic . . .. 13
49 Economic Situation . . . . . 17
5 Access to Electricity 19
51 Multi-Tier Framework . . . . . ..o 19
52 Power Sources . . . ... 20
5.3  Electricity Reliability & Safety . . . . .. . 21
54  Payment for Electricity . . . . . . 21
55 Productive Uses of Electricity . . . . . . . . 29
56 Willingness and Ability to Pay for Electricity . . . . ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 23
6 Access to Cooking Solutions 25
61  Multi-Tier Framework . . . 25
6.2 Exposure to Smoke . . . . 26
6.3  Fuel Availability and Collection . . . . . . . 27
7 WASH 29
71 Drinking water . . 29
711 Water collection . . . . . ... 30
712 Water storage . . . . .. 32
72 Sanitation ... 33
73 Hygiene . . . .. 35
8 Food Security 36
81 Food Insecurity Experience Scale . . . . . . . 36
8.2 Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) . . . . .. . ... ... ... ... ... ... 4]
Part 3: FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIONS & INTERVIEWS 42
9 Focus Group Discussions 42
91 FGD with Shop Owners . . . . . ... 49

POWERED BY HEDERA _: https://hedera.online | 2



BASELINE ASSESSMENT - SUSTAINABLE VILLAGES FOUNDATION

992 FGD with SACCO Members . . . . .. 43
93 FGD with Farmers (Mixed Group) . . . . . . .. 43
94 FGD with Farmers (Cooperative Members) .. . . .. . ... 44
95 FGD with Farmers (Women Only) . . . . . 44
96 FGD with Primary School Teachers . . . . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 45
97 FGD with Secondary Students, Final Class . . . . ... .. .. ... ... ... 46
10 Interviews with Key Stakeholders 47
101 Interview with the Juru Umurenge SACCO Manager ... . . ... ... ... ... ..... 47
10.2 Interview with the Chief Nurse of Juru Cell Health Post . . . . . . ... .. ... .. ... . 47
103 Interview with the Catholic Church Secretary . . . . . . ... ... ... ... .. .. .. 48
104 Interview with the Juru Primary School Headmaster . . . . . . ... .. ... ... .. .. .. 48
Part 4: Conclusions & Outlook 50
11 Conclusions 50
12 Outlook 2022 - 2023 50

POWERED BY HEDERA ; https://hedera.online | 3



BASELINE ASSESSMENT - SUSTAINABLE VILLAGES FOUNDATION

1 Acknowledgements

The study was possible within the Impact-Driven and Action-Based Research Project (IMPACT-R) hosted
by the Institute for Advanced Sustainability Studies (IASS) in Potsdam. For the implementation of the
study, the support of the African Center of Excellence in Energy for Sustainable Development at the
University of Rwanda was fundamental. We thank Dr. Alice lkuzwe, Dr. Charles Kabiri, Dr. Jean de Dieu
HOkiZimOno, and Jomes Nfogondo for their collaboration. Moreover, the authors thank the contribution
of Dr. Grace Mbungu, at that time, a senior researcher at IASS, for the revision of the survey tools.
The field research was possible with the participation of the independent consultant specialists, Alfons
Uellenberg and Celestin Karamira, and the local team of researchers: Noelle lzere Ange, Princesse
Uwasse, Octave Gashakambo, Kessy Jabukiro, and Valentine Mukakamana. We are grateful for their
work and professionohsm in comp|eﬂng the proposed activities.

Cover page photograph: TU Berlin/Pacifique Himbaza.

POWERED BY HEDERA _; https://hedera.online | 4




BASELINE ASSESSMENT - SUSTAINABLE VILLAGES FOUNDATION

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In April 2021, under the IMPACT R” project, IASS Potsdam and HEDERA Sustainable Solutions GmbH
in Berlin, together with University of Rwanda and Sustainable Villages Foundation (SVF), conducted a

household survey in two villages in Rwanda. SVF has started an integrated village development pilot
project in those two vi||oges and wanted to better understand the local popu|o+ions' needs and establish
a baseline for impact measurement, in order to track the project’s progress over time. In por0||e|, focus
group discussions and key stakeholder interviews were carried out. The main results are as follows:

+ Over 80% of households get their main income from ogricuHure, |orge|y on small p|oTs. Two-thirds
of the households have USD 45 or less to spend on a 5-person family, on average.

+ There is no public electricity grid. Half of the households have access to very basic electricity
‘rhrough solar systems; the other half has none at all.

« Over 90% of households use wood and open fire pifs or handmade c|oy stoves for cooking, mosHy
indoors, causing deforestation and health prob|ems because of the smoke.

+ There is no pub|ic or private drinking water supp|y. \/i||ogers collect rainwater and/or surface
water, which has to be carried over several kilometers by adults and children. The water is dirty
and not treated before drinking in one-third of households, which friggers diseases.

+ Only 26% of households are classified as food-secure, whereas 15.5% are above the severe food
insecurity threshold. A significant percentage of the inhabitants does not eat a balanced diet due
to lack of resources.

The local community especio“y emphosized the need for:
« Priority 1: Safe drinking water
« Priority 2: Electricity
+ Priority 3: Clean cooking devices

Another severe cho||enge is poverty in genero|. There is a shor’roge of food in terms of quantity and
quality for a significant portion of the population. This is caused by households’ limited financial capacity
and insufficient ogricu|’ruro| yie|o| due to the absence of water for irrigation and inefficient ogricu|furo|
techniques.

Furthermore, teacher qualification in English and information technology (IT) is not satisfactory, and
the primary school has no e|ec+rici+y in most of the classrooms and no computers. Professional fraining
options are on|\/ offered far away from the vi||oges and are very cos’r|y. New business deve|opmen’r is
hindered by the lack of e|ec+ricify4

The tfarget communities seek for support to address all the above cho”enges and are Wi||ing to contribute
their part.

Sustainable Villages Foundation

Sustainable Villages Foundation is a Germany-based nonprofit organization
(incorporated in November 2020) focused on designing and implementing
a model to foster sustainable deve|opmenf in remote rural regions suﬁering

=W, sustainoble
villages from deficient infrastructure. By addressing a wide spectrum of issues, such

< foundation as the lack of access to basic services (eg. drinking wafter, e|ec+ricify, and
clean cooking solutions), limited business deve|opmen’r, and poor education
and training, SVF aims to create a holistic development model targeting
the inferp|0y of solutions for these areas in rural settlements in Sub-Saharan

Africa, opp|ying solutions based on science and +echno|ogy.
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PART 1 - METHODOLOGY

As part of the Impact-Driven & Action-Based Research Project (IMPACT-R), Sustainable Villages Foun-

dation (SVF) was provided support to conduct a baseline assessment in a rural village in Rwanda

focused on unders‘ronding the target popu|ofion's needs, as the organization is p|cmning to start imp|e—
menting program activities there to improve the residents’ quo|ify of life.

This report presents the results of the needs assessment conducted by SVF in April 2021, in collaboration
with the IMPACT-R project hosted at the Institute for Advanced Sustainability Studies (IASS) in Pots-
dam, the University of Rwanda African Center of Excellence in Energy for Sustainable Development

(ACE-ESD), and HEDERA Sustainable Solutions GmbH' (HEDERA), which provided digital tools for

the basic needs assessment.

For the household survey, a research permit was granted by the Rwandan National Council for Science
and Technology.

For the pioneer study, SVF has selected a pilot community, the twin villages of Bisagara and Rugarama
(collectively called Bisagara, a village of approximately 600 households with over 2,600 inhabitants),
in the Bugesera District, Eastern Province, Rwanda, where a holistic development model proposed by

SVF will be tested.

The goal of IMPACT-R, fostering research and action to improve access to energy, water, sanitation, &
hygiene (WASH), and food security, was aligned with the objectives of SVF's proposed study, resulting
in a fruitful collaboration. The baseline study consisted of household data collection (245 households)
and (7) in-depth focus group discussions (FGDs) with different stakeholder groups, carried out over a
span of ten doys. In order to idenﬁfy the community’s basic needs, the sfudy entailed a survey on energy

needs (e|ecfrici’ry supp|y and access to clean cooking solutions), access to WASH, and food supp|y.
. — - _ S

The survey tool incorporo‘red international standards odopfed at the po|icy level for Trocking achieve-
ments towards the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 2, 6, and 7. More specifically, the household
survey consisted of about 250 questions based on the Fo||owing assessment frameworks: the Multi-
Tier Framework? (MTF) [1] (from the World Bank’s Energy Sector Management Assistance Program
(ESMAP)) for measuring access fo e|ec+ricify and clean cooking solutions; the service ladder introduced
by the United Nations International Children's Emergency Fund (UNICEF) & World Health Organi-
zation's (WHO) Joint Monitoring Program (JMP)? for evaluating WASH access [2]; and the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations's (FAO) Food Insecurity Experience Scale* (FIES), a
mefhodo|ogy for measuring the severity of food insecurity [3], and Household Dietary Diversity Score
survey (5) Furthermore, a household roster was included with a detailed set of control variables for

'See https://hedera.online

2See hﬁps://mh(energyoccess.esmop,org/

3See https://washdata.org/

4See https//wwwfao.org/in-action/voices-of-the-hungry/

3See https://www. fao.org/fileadmin/user _upload/wa_workshop/docs/FAO-guidelines-dietary-diversity2011.pdf
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future ono|ysis‘ Surveys were odop‘red, tested, and odopred again fo fit the erudy's goo|s and context.

2 Assessment Frameworks

2.1 Energy Access Assessment: The Multi-Tier Framework

To monitor progress towards SDG 7, energy access for all, ESMAP developed the Multi-Tier Framework
(MTF) [1], a multidimensional methodology that evaluates access to electricity and modern cooking
solutions at the household level. Energy access is measured across a spectrum of levels, from O (Tier O)
(without access) to 5 (Tier 5) (the highes‘r level of access).

2.1.1 Measuring Access to Electricity Supply & Electricity Consumption

Access to household electricity supply is measured based on capacity, availability (duration), reliability,
quo|i‘ry, offordobﬂi’ry, Formo|ify, and health & sofefy. These attributes are defined as follows: Capacity:
the ability of the system to provide a certain amount of electricity to operate various appliances Avail-
obi|i+y: the amount of time during which e|ecfrici+y is available Re|iobi|i‘ry: the Frequency and duration
of unexpected power disruptions experienced in the household on a weekly basis Quality: the absence
of severe vo|+oge fluctuations that can domoge household opp|ionces - measured using incidents of
appliance damage as a proxy Affordability: the proportion of total household expenditure spent on
e|ec+rici+y - it should not exceed 5% Formohry: payment for e|ec+ricify usage Health & Sofefy: injuries
to household members from using grid—bosed e|ecfricify services during the past 12 months.

Household electricity consumption is assessed based on annual and daily consumption levels.

For each attribute, households are p|oced in a tier depending on the level of service as defined by the
attribute’s different thresholds. A household's overall tier of access is determined by the lowest tier value
the household obtains among the attributes. The different thresholds for each attribute and tier are

summarized in Figure 1.

2.1.2 Measuring Access to Modern Cooking Solutions

The MTF assesses access to modern cooking solutions based on the characteristics of both the cooking
stoves and fuels used. Access is measured based on cooking exposure, cookstove eﬁ(iciency, convenience,
sofefy of primary cookstove, offordobihfy, and fuel ovoi|obi|ify. These attributes are defined as follows:
Cookmg Exposure: persono| exposure fo po||u+or1fs from cooking activities, which depends on stove
emissions and ventilation (inc|uding cooking location and kitchen volume). Cookstove Efficiency: the
amount of fuel required for cooking, which is determined by |ooking at both the combustion efficiency
and heat-transfer efficiency. Convenience: the amount of time a household spends co||ec’ring or pur-
chasing fuel and preparing the fuel and cookstove for cooking. Affordability: the household's ability to
pay for the primary cooking solution (cookstove & fuel), proxied by the expendirure on cooking fuel in
this report - it should not exceed 5% of total household expenditure. Safety of Primary Cookstove: the
degree of sofe’ry risk based on the type of cookstove and fuel used, measured Through repor’red inci-
dents of past injury and/or fire. Fuel Avoi|obi|ify: the ovoi|dbi|i‘ry of fuel when needed for a household's
cooking purposes.

Households are p|oced in tiers for each attribute and an overall tier occording to the same above
mentioned process for electricity supply measurement. The different thresholds for each attribute and
tier are summarized in Figure 2.

2.2 Water, Sanitation, & Hygiene Assessment (WASH): Joint Monitoring Program

To monitor progress towards SDG 6, availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation
for all, UNICEF & WHO developed the JMP, which monitors WASH at the household level, as well as

in schools and healthcare facilities.
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Multi - Tier Matrix for Measuring Access to Household Electricity Supply

Tier 0 Thr l
Puuﬂ
Less than 3 W | At least 3 W
rﬂtlnns
(W or du||y
1 Capacity
Lighting of
i 1,000 Imhr/day
Daily
2 Availability*
Evening GIRULUR
Availability hour
w
o
=
=
-
-
=
< % Rtliﬂbﬂﬂv with total duration
of less than 2 hours
Voltge problems do not affect
4 Quality the use of desired appliances
2 Cost of a standard consumption package of 365
. Affordabil
S kWh/year is less than 5% of household income
Bill is paid to the utility, prepaid
6. Formality card seller, or authorized
representative.
k- ';::.I:: . Absence of past accidents

Multi - tier Matrix for Meusurmg Househo|c| Electricity Consumphon

-m

Figure 1: Multi-Tier Framework matrix for electricity supply and consumption

Annual consumption levels, in kWhs

Daily consumption levels, in Whs
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Multi - tier Matrix for Measurin
Tier O | Tier 1 _'

10S's voluntary
performance targets
[ok{e] <
(Default Ventilation) 11233 :Ic;-":
PM2.5 (mg/Mjd) CO :
Cooking (g/Mjd) gn

Exposure High Ventilation PM2.5 [EESELCIME "0
(mg/Mijg) CO(g/Mid) >269 | 2269

Low Ventilation Pm2.5 >550 <550
(mg/Mijd) CO (g/Mid) >99 <99

Cookstove 10S's voluntary >IO96

4

E: Coviaiiiies Fuels acquisition and

= Stove preparation time

<

No serious accidents over
Sakety the past year
Cost of fuels <5% of
Affordability household expenditure

(income)

Readily
available
throughout
the year

Availability of Fuels

Figure 2: Multi-Tier Framework for measuring access to cooking solutions
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2.2.1 Water Service Ladder

The JMP service ladders are used to benchmark and compadre service levels across countries [2].

Drinking water services refers to the accessibility, availability, and quality of the main water source
used by households for drinking, cooking, persono| hygiene, & other domestic uses.

|mproved drinking water sources are those Jrhof, by nature of their design and construction, have the
pofen‘ricﬂ to deliver safe water. These include piped water, boreholes or tube wells, pro’reded dug wells,
profecfed springs, rainwater, and pockoged or delivered water. The criteria for the different rungs of
the drinking water service ladder, from surface water (lowest rung) fo sofe|y monoged (highes’r rung),
are summarized in Table 1.

Service ladder Definition

Drinking water from an improved water source that is
accessible on the household premises, available when

needed, and free from fecal and priority chemical con-

tamination

Drinking water from an improved source, provided col-
BASIC lection time is not more than 30 minutes for a roundtrip

journey, including queuing

Drinking water from an improved source for which the
LIMITED collection time exceeds 30 minutes for a roundtrip jour-

ney, including queuing

Drinkin ater from an unprotected d ell or unpro-
UNIMPROVED nng W une vg weltorune
tected spring

SURFACE WATER Drinking water obtained direc’r|y from a river, dam,

|ol<e, pond, stream, cono|, or irrigation canal

Table 1: Service ladder for drinking water

2.2.2 Sanitation Service Ladder

Sanitation services refer to the management of excreta from sanitation facilities used by individuals,
through the emptying and transport of excreta for treatment and eventual discharge or reuse. Improved
sanitation facilities are those designed fo hygienico”y separate excreta from human contact. The criteria
for the different rungs of the sanitation service ladder, from open defecation (lowest rung) to safely
managed (highest rung), are summarized in Table 2.

2.2.3 Hygiene Facility Service Ladder

Hygiene refers to the conditions and practices that he|p maintain health and prevent the spreod of
disease, including handwashing, food hygiene, and menstrual hygiene management.

The presence of a hondwoshing foci|i+y with soap and water on-premises has been identified as the
priority indicator for g|obo| hygiene monitoring.

Handwashing facilities may be fixed or mobile and include a sink with tap water, buckets with taps,
tippy-taps, and jugs or basins designo‘red for hondwoshmg. Soap includes bar soap, |iquid soap, powder
detergent, and soapy water, but does not include ash, soil, sand, or other handwashing agents. The
criteria for the different rungs of the hygiene Foci|i+y service ladder, from no hondwoshing (lowest rung)
to basic (highes* rung), are summarized in Table 3.

POWERED BY HEDERA _: https://hedera.online | 10
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Service ladder Definition

Use of improved facilities that are not shared with other
households and where excreta are safely disposed of in

situ or removed and treated offsite

Use of improved facilities that are not shared with other

Bl households

LIMITED Use of improved facilities shared between two or more
households

UNIMPROVED Use of pit latrines without a slab or platform, hanging

|ofrines, or bucket latrines

Disposal of human feces in fields, forests, bushes, open
OPEN DEFECATION bodies of water, beaches, and other open spaces or

with solid waste

Table 2: Service ladder for sanitation services

Service ladder Definition

Avoi|obi|i+y of a hondwoshing Foci|i+y with soap

and water at home

Avoi|obi|i+y of a hondwoshing foci|if\/ |ocking soap

LIMITED
NO HANDWASHING No handwashing facility on premises

and/or water at home

Table 3: Service ladder for hygiene facilities

2.3 Food Insecurity Assessment

FAO's Food Insecurity Experience Scale (FIES) (see, e.g, [3]) is an experience-based measure of house-
hold or individual food security based on a short survey. The survey consists of eight questions regarding
peop|e's access to odequofe food. The questions investigate the level of worry regordmg food access,
inability to eat healthy and nutritious food, access to only a few kinds of food, necessity to skip meals or
eat less than needed, lack of food available at home, unsatisfied hunger, and not eating for an entire
day over the last 12 months. The methodology assigns to each respondent and question the probability
of being above a certain food insecurity threshold, e.g. the threshold of being modercﬁre|y food insecure
versus severe|y food insecure. For exomp|e, most of the time, someone who is worried about not hoving
enough food to eat will be less severe|y food insecure than someone who goes without eating for a
whole day.

The Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) survey aims to assess households’ economic access to
food by osking about the types of foods and beveroges that have been recenHy consumed. Individual
(household) scores, calculated as the number of food groups eaten, reflect the nutritional quality of
the diet. The original HDDS survey contains 12 food groups. For the baseline assessment, some of the
questions (e.g. concerning vege+0b|e and fruits) were odopfed to the local context.

3 Digital Tools for Household Data Collection

The digital version of the household questionnaire was prepared by HEDERA under the framework
of the IMPACT-R project and made available to all participating organizations via the ODK Collect
mobile app (Android). The official lighter versions of the MTF, JMP, and FIES surveys were integrated
into the app and further opﬁmized, ’rc1|<ing into account the local context (lack of grio| connection,
additional Techniques for water collection and storage, available opp|ionces, etc.). Besides standard
question types, the survey also included the collection of Global Positioning System (GPS) coordinates,
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as well as the possibility of taking photos.

In the preparatory stage of the pilot study, HEDERA provided the necessary technical support for the
setup of the data server. Furfhermore, a web interface to visualize and download the collected data
was created for the SVF team.

The questions in the ODK Collect mobile app were in English. They were translated into the local
|onguoge (Kinyorwondo) by enumerators on the spot during the interviews. Before the start of the
survey, all questions were discussed with the local team; all enumerators had at least two household
test interviews with “real villagers'”.

Based on the finalized version of the questionnaire, HEDERA prepared a format for an automated
digi‘ro| report, fo be generoied upon finalization of the ono|ysis. The digiio| report includes precom(igured
graphs for the results evaluation based on the considered standard frameworks. [t will be further
customized according to SVF's needs and findings. It also includes web-based interactive tools for
exploring the relation between the variables included in the full dataset. The digital report and data
ono|ysis tools deve|oped for this pi|of siudy will be consronﬂy improved in the context of fo||ow-up
assessments conducted by SVF.

The mobile surveys have been optimized in order to facilitate their implementation, avoiding skipping
patterns and inc|uding in-app response validation. Prior to the data collection campaign, a train-
the-trainers approach was applied to ensure know-how transfer and local ownership of the research
methods. HEDERA provided multimedia training material and remotely trained SVF management
and principo| reseorchers, who, in turn, trained a team of local enumerators on site. The fraining
entailed presentation of the tools, extensive festing, and feedback. The fraining material provided
by HEDERA included a document with frequently asked questions and reported issues (e.g. detailed
instructions on how to reset the opp|icoiion and enable/disable porﬂcu|c1r features). Once all tools were
set up and the surveys were finalized, SVF conducted the training in Kigali with the team, with remote
support provided by the HEDERA team from Berlin.

PREPARATION
Survey Adaptation &
Design Optimization

COLLECTION
Technical Remote Feedback Dashboard

Testing & Remote

Feedback Training

setup Support integration setup

. Automated
Cle
prng Digital Report

Figure 3: HEDERA's technical support

Support for System

Upscale Maintenance

For remote support during the data collection campaign, the SVF and HEDERA teams established
a joint Te|egrom chat where the field team could raise issues. Feedback on the survey questions and
required modifications was integrated into the digital questionnaire by the HEDERA team on a daily
basis, which was ou’romoiico”y updo‘red in the mobile app.

From the p|orming to the execution, the entire insio”orion, questionnaire review and odopfofion, testing,
and modification was done by HEDERA remotely in close coordination with SVF, IASS, and the local
experts. The onsite enumerator training was complemented with access to the digital HEDERA Training
p|ohcorm. Furthermore, power banks were provided to the enumerators by SVF, so the smoriphones
were o|woys at op‘rimo| Func‘rioning.
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PART 2 - RESULTS

4 Sample Description

4.1 Demographic

Between April 20 and 28, 2021, 245 randomly selected households in the Rwandan villages of Bisagara
and Rugoromo (out of the total of 600 househo|o|s) were interviewed by five enumerators, and seven
focus groups discussions took p|c1ce. The groups consisted of three farmer groups, savings and credit
cooperative organization (SACCO) members, shopkeepers, primary school teachers, and secondary

school students in their final year.

Several important vi||oge members or individuals hoving an impact on the vi||oge , such as the local
nurse, the Catholic Church representative, the SACCO manager, and the headmaster of the primary
school, were interviewed. Researchers got quite positive feedback from the community, who welcomed

the s’rudy.
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Participants in the different focus groups, as
well as households and interviewees, were ea-
ger fo share their views, comments, and visions.
Based on the FGDs and in-depth conversations
with the community, access to clean and safe
drinkmg water were ranked as the main prior-
ity. About 60% (148) of the respondents were
women, with similar gender distribution in both
vi||c1ges.

Gender of respondent

Female (60.4%)

Male (39.6%)

The somp|e's age is even|y distributed across the different age groups, with the exception of the oldest
groups: 20% of the respondents were 18-29 years old, 24% were 30-39, 18% were 40-49, 20% were

50-64, and 16% were 65 or older.
Age

18-29 (19.2%)

30.39 (26.1%)

75+ (7.8%)

65.74 (8.6%)

B

40-49 (17.6%)

50-64 (208%)

Most of the households were classified in
Ubudehe category (income cofegory) 3
(51% of the total, 40% of female respon-
dents, 65% of male respondents), while
about 31% were in category 2, and 14%
were in the lowest category (category 1)
(19% of women, 8% of men).

Gender vs. Age

18-29

30.39
40-49
50-64
65.74
?5 +

Female -

0 6 8 10

Percentage (%)

Male -

o 92 0

lncome categary

) 80 100

mm Ubudehe cotegary 1
Ubudehe categary 2
mm Ubudehe categary 3

. I
[+] 0

w0
Percentage (%)

Two thirds (66.9%) of the respondents were married, 15% were widowed, and 5.7% were in partnerships.
Only 6.9% were divorced and 5.7%, single. Over half (54.3%) of the population is Catholic, 23.7% are
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Protestant, and about 16% have other Christian beliefs.

Marital Status

To which religion is the household affiliated ?

usl:

o 1 A)%}
Catholic (54.3%) on?}. (41%)
i
Single (5.3%) )

Widow (15.1%)

Married (669%)

Other Christian Beliefs (16.3%)

Partnered (57%)

Diverced (6.9%)

Protestants (23.7%)

Education

The level of education is very low in the studied area - 63.2% of the responden‘rs said that fhey can read
and write (with a similar distribution among women and men). Almost 20% of respondenfs did not
comp|efe any degree, and 68.6% had on|y comp|e’red primary school. Less than 5% of the interviewees
had completed senior high school, and 12% had attended a university (for undergraduate studies).

When |ool<ir1g at education level by gender, the rate of respondenfs without any degree is s|ighf|y higher
among men than among women. Women have a higher rate of primary school and senior high school

Education level
s Primary
Junior High School
Female
) 20 '

Senior High School
B (Plus Two - 12th)

Undergraduate
s None
Other

Male

Percentage (%)

degrees, whereas men have a higher rate of junior high school and undergroduore degrees. Among
the respondents with primary or no education, 31.7% said that cannot read and write.

Household Members

Half of interviewed households (124) have 3-6 members, about 28% of the interviewed reported a
household size of 7 or more, and only 16% had fewer than 3 members. About 42% of the households
(104) had one woman and one man working. In 38 cases (15.5%), the household had only a working
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woman, and in 19 cases (7.8%), only a working man. Fifteen households (6%) had 2 working women. In

23.6% of cases (57 households), there was neither a working man nor a working woman.

Household size

16.4%
-3 -
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80
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60
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The above graph shows the distribution of household member types for each class (adult men, adult

women, youth, and children).

The first group of bars indicates that 19.8% of the households do not have adult men, whilst only 0.5%
(2 responden‘rs) have no adult women. The next group of bars shows that 46.2% of the households

have on|y one adult man, and 72.9% of households have on|y one adult woman. Eighfeen percent of

households have three or more men, and 22.9% have two women.

Two-thirds of households have 1-2 youth (12-15 years), and two-thirds have 1-2 children between 5 and 11
years old. Over half of all households (56.2%) have a young child below 5, and 164% have two young

children.
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4.2 Economic Situation

The main source of income is agriculture (over 80% of the sample and almost 80% of the interviewed
men). Additional occupations such as trading businesses, services, or education have been reported
among the younger (18-29) respondents (less than 5%).

Average monthly household expenditure is very low. Less than 6% only spent more than RWF 100,000
(USD 100) per month, while two-thirds had relatively low expenditures below RWF 45,000 (USD 45).

Many female responden‘rs reporfed much lower household spending than their male counterparts.

Tokal average monthly experses of the househeld

45 €00 RWF o bekew (86,18}

00 C08 BWF - 100 000
RWF [37%}

178% of the households cultivate very
small plots of up to 625 square meters,
whereas 21.9% cultivate 625-1,250 square
meter p|ofs. On the upper end, on|y 6.5%
cultivate plots of more than 7,500 square
meters. The |orgesf |o|ofs encountered in
the study were 25,000 square meters.

Almost 80% of respondents (193) own
land, and, among these, 66% (129, 52%
of the total) also own livestock. 5|igh+|y
less than 10% only own livestock, whilst
14% do not own either land or livestock.
Among the respondenfs owning livestock,
54% own sheep or goats, 31% own poul-
try, 31% own cows, and 18% own pigs.

Gender vs. Epxenses

45 000 RWF and belaw
. 45 001 RWF - 100 000 RWF

100 001 RWF - 300 000
- v

Female

N -
, o o ) 100

Percentage (%)

Size of cultivated land (m2)

20.6%

625-1250 -

1250-2500 -

2500-5000

16.6%

5000-7500

7500-12500

20%

12500-25000 -

NA A 81%

| 1
0 10 20 30 40 50 60

7292% of respondents said that the house they live in is owned by them, 10.2% said they rented the

house, and 17.6% did not answer the question.

5.3% of houses have only one room, whereas 18% have two rooms, and 437% have three. 19.2% of
houses have 4-5 rooms, and the remainder have 6 or more rooms. Data on the total area of the house
in square meters was not collected, but as a genero| observation, most houses are exfreme|y small, e.g.

30 square meters in total surface area.
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Number of rooms

2 (180%)

Is the house rented or owned?

Cuned (729%) 1(53%)

»B (4.9%)

Hented [109%) 5 (437%)

6-8 (9.0%)

4:5 (19.2%)
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5 Access to Electricity

5.1 Multi-Tier Framework

The following figures show the ranking based on the ESMAP Multi-Tier
Framework. It should be noted fhof, depending on the household con-
ditions, some of the attributes are not relevant (eg. e|ec’rricify supp|y
re|iobi|ify or quo|i+y for households without a power source). In such
cases, these attributes were e><<:|uo|eo|, and the grophs thus show a fo-
tal number of responses below the sample size. The MTF Access Index 1 Tier
("Index” in the figure) is defined for each household as the minimum tier I
value achieved of all valid measured attributes.

Power source
Index
Capacity

Availability

Safety -
Affordability
Formality -
Reliakility -

Quality -

i i | | i i i i i i i i I | i i i
GEEELEELELLEEEEERTEEFS FEERE

The above groph shows, household by household, the values for the different tiers. For c|orify, the sam-
p|e is divided into two main categories, dependmg on the power source (none and solar home system
(SHS), in the first row). The majority of the households has an Index O, which is mainly due to the lack
of power sources, and, for those owning a SHS, due to the lack of capacity and availability.

Affordability 604% of households spend less than 5% of their income on their power source, while
44% of households have electricity expenses that exceed 5% of their total household expenditure.

Availability Over half (534% ) of the population gets less than four hours of electricity per day and
less than one hour per nighf. 4% get at least 4 hours of e|ecfrici+y per doy and at least 2 hours per
nighf.

Capacity 50.6% of households have the lowest level of electricity supply, i.e. no power at all.

Formality 96 out of the 134 respondents using an SHS (71.6%) did not answer the question, whether
fhey pay Formo”y or informo”y for their e|ec+rici’ry. 38 households pay to the company or manufacturer.
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Quality Only a few households - 16% of those using SHS - indicated the presence of appliance damage

due to vo|+oge fluctuations.

Reliability The households do not have any issues with system outages.

Safety In very few cases, households experienced sofefy issues with their power source (44%).

5.2 Power Sources

No households in the vi||oges are con-
nected to the electricity grid.  Almost
547% of the households have electricity
through an SHS, and 45.3% have no elec-

Primary source of electricity

N MNone

Solar System

Ubudehe categeory |

tricity at all. Looking at the Ubudehe cat-
egory, 70% of those in category 3 have a
solar system, whereas only roughly 40% in

categories 1 and 2 have such a system.
Ubclehie cotegory 2

Ubudehe categary 3

| | | '
40 w0 -] 100
Percentage (%)

(=]
®-

51.8% of respondents said they use a torch

with @ boﬁery, which is a surprise, be-
cause solar |omps are reodi|y available
in Rwanda.  502% use a solar lamp, Solar torch
and opproximo+e|y 8.6% use a solar torch.
Around 10% use candles, and 24% use

firewood. Interestingly, nobody uses a

Solar lamp 125
kerosene |cump. As mu|‘rip|e answers were
allowed, and the total is far over 100%,
households may use several |ig|’1ﬂng solu-

Torch 127

tions in parallel. Only 0.8% have no light- firewaod

ing solutions at all.

Candles

None

20 40 60 80 100
Percentage %

O_

Even though 45.3% of the respondents said they have no electricity at home, only 20.8% say they have
no electrical opp|icmces at home. That is because 78% of households have a basic mobile phone. I+
seems that a third of those with a basic mobile phone have no option to charge the phone at home
because of lack of e|ec+rici‘ry.
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About 15% of SHS owners said they can-
not chorge their mobile phone with their

system. As the e|ec’rricify consumption of 51

None |
mobile phones is very low, one can in-

fer that many solar systems have serious
technical problems - see the chapter on Basi pl“’"'E_m
technical issues for more details.
24% of households have smartphones Smmmhonel 9
with internet access, and another 1.2%
have smor’rphones without internet. Be- .

. Radio 43
yond phones, radios (17.6%) and TVs
(7.3%) are the most used appliances.
One household has a sound system, and TV/Other 9
one household has a DVD player. No-
body has a satellite dish or fan.

[=]

20 40 60 80 100

Percentage %

441% of SHS owners say they have no technical issues with the system. 36.8% report battery problems,
and 11% say fhey have maintenance/service prob|ems. 29% of the systems do not work anymore.
Looking at the system age, 16.1% were installed before 2017, 24.2% in 2017/2018, and 32.3% in 2019.
Over a quarter of the systems were put into operation in 2020/2021.

17.6% of SHS owners complained that the systems were unable to power large appliances. Looking
at the brands and system sizes, only 10.5% are (bigger) Mobisol systems, and 38.8% are (medium-
sized) BBOX systems. About 50% seem to be small systems from Sunking (17.2%) or other brands that
cannot power TVs. Therefore, the perception of what systems can power mighf be in some cases over|y
optimistic compored to what peop|e have boughf.

Unsurprisingly, the systems installed in 2020 and 2021 have significantly fewer battery problems than
those installed before those years.

5.3 Electricity Reliability & Safety

55.6% of households with electricity said they get 10-24 hours of electricity per day. 18.8% get 5-9 hours,
and another 18.8% get 2-4 hours. 6.8% said they do not get any electricity, indicating that their systems
are broken.

Looking at the critical nighttime hours between 6 pm and 10 pm, when it is dark outside and electricity
is needed, the results are as follows: 66.9% have electricity during the entire 4 hours or even more, 26.6%
have 3 hours of electricity, and only 6.5% have less than 3 hours.

55.8% did not experience any blackouts in the past 30 days, whereas almost a quarter had 1-3 outages.
10% reported 4-6 outages, and 9.3%, more than 10 outages. 11.3% of the outages last less than an hour,
whereas 581% are between 1 hour and 1 day. Another 11.3% of the outages last 1-3 days, whereas 19.4%
extend beyond 3 days.

In terms of safety, 2 respondents (1.5%) reported burns or electrocution in the past 12 months, and 1
person, another minor injury. It should be noted that supposedly all solar systems in the village are
|ow—vo|+oge systems and are therefore unable to kill @ person when fhey touch a naked wire or any part
with an electric current.

5.4 Payment for Electricity

34.6% of SHS owners have already paid all their installments, whereas 35.3% are still paying off the
loan. In most cases, they are paying the company that sold them the system. Nobody pays a SACCO
or bank. 19.9% paid for the system upfront, and 8.1% got the system for free.
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How did yau / do you pay for the system

Sl payiag imtalments |33 3%] Primary saurce of electricaty

o -
Ubudiehe cotegary 2

Dt (27H)

Do e (13%)

[Eepr—"
’ fora £81%) Ubudehe category 3

Uprand cath pogmens (%94}

Estimated monthly instalments for electricity supply and lighting devices

MA (64.2%)

30 001 RWF - 50 000 RWF (0.7%)
Above 50 000 RWF (15%)
20 001 RWF - 30 000 RWF (15%)

10 001 RWF - 20 000 RWF (45%)

10 000 RWF and below (27.6%)

Among those who have a solar system, 27.6% pay RWF 10,000 or less per month, 3.7% pay more than
RWF 10,000, and the rest are not paying anything, for the abovementioned reasons.

5.5 Productive Uses of Electricity

On|y 6 households (24%) use e|ec+rici’ry for their businesses. Four households use it to |igh’r up a shop,
fwo fo power hair cutters, one to chorge phones for a fee, one to run a water pump, and one for
irrigation (mu|’rip|e choices were possib|e).
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Refridgeration of food

Refridgeration of drinks

Other

Phone charging for money

Lighting of a shop

Water pump

Irrigation of fields

Haircutting

Percentage %

When respondenfs were asked whether fhey would use e|ecfricify for their business if +hey had enough
of it, 53.9% said ’rhey would. Rough|y a quarter of responden’rs would use e|ec+rici’ry for hoircuﬁmg.
Another quarter (mu|’rip|e answers were possib|e) would use it for crop irrigation. For other desired
uses, see the graph above. 18.9% answered “other. Commonly cited potential productive uses of elec-
fricity include We|o|ing, mi||ing, and foi|oring. Fishing, a cinema, and a cyber café were also mentioned.

5.6 Willingness and Ability to Pay for Electricity

When asked how much they would be willing to pay for an SHS if they had to pay the entire amount
upfronf, 481% of households said fhey could not afford to pay for the system upfron’r, but fhey would
buy a system if ‘rhey could pay in installments. The number of households who cannot afford to pay
upfront is especially high in Ubudehe category 1 (about 60%).

Willingness to pay (SHS, Upfront)

B I-.

T | II-I

B ‘HI--
0 20 40 60 80 100

Percentage (%)

Below 35 000 RWF

35 001 RWF - 55 000 RWF
55 001 RWF - 85 000 RWF
85 001 RWF - 105 000 RWF
105 001 RWF - 200 000
RWF

| cannot afford any

of this, but | would

i}uy if | can pay in instalments

Do not answer

22.92% did not answer the question at all. 5.6% said they could pay upfront for a system below RWF
35,000, whereas almost a quarter could and would pay RWF 35,001-200,000.
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Willingness to pay (SHS, Loan)

2 500 RWF and below

2 501 RWF - 5 000 RWF
i 5 001 RWF - 10 000 RWF
s 10 001 RWF - 20 000 RWF
BN 30 001 RWF - 50 000 RWF
B Do not answer

Ubudehe category 1

Ubudehe category 2 N

0 20 80 100
Percenloge (96)

Ubudehe category 3-

When asked how much Jrhey would be wi||ing fo pay per month in a 24-month installment scheme, 35.2%
of households said could pay RWF 2,500 RWF or less, whereas 23.5% said they could pay RWF 2,501-
5,000. Only 111% are willing to pay over RWF 5,000 per month. 30.2% did not answer the question.

It should be noted Thcﬁ, overo||, answers

on|y S|Ig|’1’r|y differ based on the gen- Willingness to pay (SHS,24 installments)
Agriculture (Crop,
mmm Vegetables, Livestock,
Forestry, Fishing)

der of the respondent. However, on av- |
10 001 RWF - 20 000 RWF

erage, male respondenfs are wi||ing fo

Service business

ay higher amounts than women, 40% Trading business
pay 9 ! 2 500 RWF and below

Construction

of whom prefer to commit to the lowest _ Bt Tacchar
monthly payment of RWF 2,500 or less 2 501 RWF - 5 000 pr- s Retired

for a loan. ’ - Other
Teachers and households in trading busi- 30 00! RWF-50‘3"30“‘-"’FI

nesses have higher Wi||ingness to pay

(all answers were between RWF 2,500 5oo|nwF-|oooonwF.r

and 10,000) than households engaged in N _|I

ogricuHure, the majority of which is will-

ing to pay less than RWF 2,500 per in- & a0 e S0 & &

stallment.
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6 Access to Cooking Solutions

6.1 Multi-Tier Framework

80% of households (196) reported using traditional three-stone fires for cooking, 25 households have
simp|e c|c1y stoves, 13 have simp|e metal stoves, and 9 have improved metal stoves. Looking at the
distribution between female and male respondents who own cookstoves, men have fewer simple clay
stoves or simple metal stoves. For improved cook stoves (ICS) and three-stone fires, the distribution of
women and men respondents is similar. Only 18% use a second stove.

The graphic below shows the tier ranking of the entire sample. The

respondenfs are grouped by their primary stove. All households using LIl
three-stone fires or handmade stoves have an MTF Access Index of O, T
due to exposure to smoke. The other households are moin|y ranked in
Tier 1, due to issues with the exposure and convenience of the cooking
solution (time required to prepare the stove and collect fuel). N T 4
- T I
Stove - Three stones Handm (I8

Index

Exposure

Convenience

Safety -

Affordability -

Availability -

On|y a few households repor*ed soncew issues or limited cooking solution oﬁcordobihfy. On the other
hand, fuel ovoi|obi|i’ry is an issue for 60% of households (fuel is on|y available a few months per year).
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Main Stove

EE None

Traditional three-stone
. eploce

Simple clay stove that

Ubudehe category | uses solid fuel

Simple metal stove

that uses solid fuel

Improved metal stove
T that uses solid fuel

0o

When |ooking at the Ubudehe categories, over 90% of households in category 1 (the poorest) use the
traditional three-stone Fire, whereas in categories 2 and 3, over 20% of households use more advanced
stoves.

Ubudehe category 2

o _
L]

20 40 &0 80
Percentage (%)

All households that use a three-stone fire or simp|e c|oy stove as their primary cooking solution use
firewood as solid fuel. 0.9% say Jrhey also use gorboge/pbsfic, and 14%, charcoal.

6.2 Exposure to Smoke

634% of respondents said that they cook
in a separate bui|o|ing, 19.8% cook in the

In dwelling, NOT in sleeping 48

same bui|c|ing where ‘rhey s|ee|o, but not area
in the s|eeping area, and 2.9% cook in the Other | !
sleeping area. 13.6% cook outdoors.

QOutdoors 3

In a separate dwelling 154

In dwelling, in a sleeping § 7
area

20 40 60 80 100
Percentage (%)

0

Among the 210 respondents that cook in-
side, only 348% (73) have a chimney or U of chimneyehass) syshem

exhaust system.
In @ separate dwelling
In dwelling, NOT in sleeping _
area
T --

Other

o 90 40 60 a0 00
Percentage (%)
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6.3 Fuel Availability and Collection

Only 3.3% of respondents do not collect

firewood, whereas 10% collect firewood Fuel collection/week

once per week. Over half of the respon- 2 (19.6%) 1 (10.0%)
dents collect firewood 2-3 times per week.

16.2% of the interviewed households col- 0 (3.3%)

lect firewood every doy.

7 (16.2%)

S
6 (0.4%)
3 (367%) 5 (2.9%)

4 (108%)

82% of respondenfs collect firewood outside the fomi|y form/properfy, 10% collect it from their land,
and 234% buy it from vendors (mu|’rip|e answers were possib|e).

The best months to collect firewood are June Through October, which corresponds to the o|ry season.

The rest of the year, it is rather difficult to find firewood, with March, April, and May being the worst
months.

The time required for fuel collection is

substantial. Even of those who said they Time for fuel collection
collect firewood 6-7 times per week, over e :;i;:n
40% said that they spend more than 4 - 30-60 min
hours per collection, and nobody said 1;4:
they spend less than 30 minutes. 4 >4h

40

€0

Wweek
Yweek
week
4fweek 4
S/week
&7/week

The time required for fuel collection does not depend on the type of stove, as most of the households
cook with firewood.
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The time required for fuel preparation,

which in the normal cases entails prepar- 100 Time for fuel preparation

ing the firewood, is much lower than that :c:":m
for firewood collection. Only a small frac- 01 10-30 min
tion of households need more than 30 25

minutes for it; the majority needs 10 min- 0]
utes or less. The cookstove-related differ-

ences do not seem significonf, loough 401
households using ICS cited slightly shorter
collection and preparation times (o|woys 201
less than 30 minutes).

three stones
handmade

manufactured solid
improved cooking
stove
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7 WASH

7.1 Drinking water

Water Service Ladder

' o8 147 1946 245
The water service ladder indicated that access to drinkmg water is one of the most pressing issues in
the community. Only about 20% of households have access to basic services, and almost 50% have no
service atf all. As a reference, access to sofe|y monoged services at the country level was about 12% in
Rwanda in 2020, and access to at least basic services is about 65% in Sub-Saharan Africa.

There is no public water supply in the two villages. 45.7% of households use surface water as their main
drinking water source, whereas 46.7% use rainwater.

It seems that in the o|ry season, most of the households that usuo||y collect rainwater have to switch to
surface water from Lake Gashanga or Akagera River, both roughly 6 kilometers (km) away, depending
on the exact location of the household. Less than five households said ’rhey us a pub|ic tfap or receive
the water from a tank truck.

The questionnaire did not take into account the seosonoh’ry of water sources. In the next survey, the
questionnaire should be reviewed to better capture the ground reo|i‘ry.

In own yard/plot no

In own house

From a lake

From a river

Elsewhere

0 10 20 30 40 50
Percentage %

When we asked more specifico”y about where households get water from, 35.9% said from their own
house, and 50.7% said from their own yard/plot. 26.3% said from a lake, and 13.8% said from a river.
11.1% said that they get the water from elsewhere.
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No treatment

Add bleach / chlorine

Strain it fl\rough a cloth

Use water filter (ceramic,
sund, composite, reverse
osmosis, etc }

23

Let it stand and settle

0 10 2 30 © 50 60
% Percentages
931% of households stated that the quo|i+y of the water is not occepf0b|e due to contamination, in-
c|uo|ing solid material in some cases. One-third of households do not treat the water at all before
consuming it. Out of the two-thirds of households that do treat the water, most of them boil it. About
10% of households treat water using a filter (mode of ceramic, sond, composite, reverse osmosis, or
other material), and 4% let it stand and settle. On|y two households add chlorine.

7.1.1 Water collection

The time needed for water collection varies from O to 4 hours. Only 31% can collect drinking water in
less than 1 hour (lefthand plot). However, over 20% of these households make up to 3 trips per week to
the water source (righthand plot). 39.5% of respondents take 1-2 hours to reach the water source, and
60% of these make at least 2 trips per week. 35.8% take 2-3 hours, whereas 21.6% take 3 hours or more.

Time for water collection
1-2 h (39.5%)

Among these, 80% can only make 1 trip per week.

01 h (31%)

2-3 h (358%) >4 h (8.0%)

3-4 h (13.6%)
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Time for water collection

100
N o
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80 L]
.
&0
40
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Adult man (16 years 120

old and older)

Adult woman (16
years old and older)

Children (under
16 years old)

o
8
5
<]

40 50 60 70 &0
Percentage %

79% of households said that someone in the household is engaged in water transport. Of these, 67.1%
said that adult women transport water, 74.5% said that adult men do it, and 34.8% said that children
under 16 carry water.

Water scarcity months

August | 100
June 90
September |
October 1 4
-
April 1 1
0 20 40 60 80 100

Percentage %
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Over 50% of households stated that there is water scarcity over the year. The months of June to August
are the worst, but September and October can also be bad.

The household survey was conducted in Apri| 2021, a month that was not classified as water scarce.
Nevertheless, 77.1% of households said there was a time in the past 30 days without sufficient water in

the household.
7.1.2 Water storage

Water storage tanks

Yes, made of concrete 1

Yes, made of solid plastic 29

Yes, made of plastic sheet 157

o 10 20 30 ©0 50 0
Percentage %
34.5% of respondents do not have a storage tank above 50 liters’ capacity, whereas 55.9% have a tank
made of plastic sheets. 11.8% have a solid plastic tank, and only 1 household has a concrete tank. The
phofos of the tanks made of p|c:s‘ric shee‘rs, taken in the fie|o|, revealed that most of them were not
covered, and the hygiemc quo|ify of the water seemed poor, with lots of insects and organic material
inside. We were also informed that four small children drowned in those tanks.

35

25

Percentage (%)

Capacity (concrete and solid tanks)

o~
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Looking on|y at the 30 responden‘rs using solid tanks (concrete or solid p|osfic), over 35% use small
tanks (less than 100 liter (L) capacity), while less than 10% have large storage facilities (over 10,000
L capacity).

Even Though in Apri|, the o|ry season had not started yet, 61% of those with a storage tank said there
were times in the past month when fhey were not able to store enough water to meet their needs.

86.8% of households said that they store water in smaller containers of 50 L or less.

7.2 Sanitation

Sanitation Service Ladder -

i i i i |
A — 1AT ey AT
O 14/ 1YS

The majority of households on|y have access to limited sanitation facilities.

In particular, 89% said that they have a
dry pit latrine without a slab or an open Toilet
pit, whereas 9.8% have a dry pit latrine
with a s|ob, and 12% have another solu-
tion. There are no flush toilets or compost
toilets in the vi||oge‘

Dry pit latrine
with slab (9.8%)

Z

Other (1.2%)

Dry pit latrine
without slab / Open
pit (89.0%)

In 96.3% of the cases, the toilet is in the household's own yard/plot. 24% of respondents said the toilet
is inside their house, and 1.2%, elsewhere.

90.92% of respondents said that everyone in the household has access to the toilet day and night. 9.4%
said the access is limited. Of fhose, 82.6% said that the toilet is not o|woys safe for all household
members, 87%, that the distance prevents some members from reoching the foi|ef, and 4.3%, that
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limited mobi|i+y prevents members from using the toilet.

984% of households do not share their toilets with other households. 1.2% share their toilet with another
household they know, and only 04% use a community toilet.

85.3% of respondents said their toilet
never overflows. 5.3% said it overflows Does your toilet ever overflow?
rarely, and 94% said it overflows some-

tfimes.
Rarely (5.3%)

Yes, sometimes (9.4%)

Never (853%)

78.1% said their toilet was never emptied, whereas 219% said it has been emptied. Of those, only 22.6%
said it was empﬂed by a service provider. The vi||ogers exp|oined that a common method to solve the
prob|em of a full toilet is to dig a new hole for the Jroi|eJr, p|oce the existing toilet hut over the new ho|e,
and close the old one.

612% of households said that the toilet design pre-

vents other peop|e from seeing and heoring them Does the design of your toilet prevent

other people from seeing and hearing
when they use it, whereas 38.8% said that is not the you when you use it?

case.

Yes (612%)

Mo (38.8%)

When it comes to solid waste disposo| (both organic and non-organic), 58.8% of households dispose of
the waste within their own yard or plot. 52.7% bury or burn it, and 23.3% dispose of it elsewhere. Some
of these households dispose of the waste in a communal landfill. Many respondenis stated that fhey
use the organic waste as manure for the fields and burn the non-organic waste. In a fo||ow-up survey,
there should be separate questions about the disposal of organic and non-organic waste. Having seen
the very limited resources of most of the villagers, we believe that the amount of non-organic waste is
rather small.

There is no sewerage system, so household water is disposed of in the open ground, either fhrough a
sink or direc’r|y. As there are no flush ‘roi|eJrs, the household water should not contain feces. Children
either defecate in the toilet, or the feces is carried to and put in the toilet afterwards. 21.7% see their
toilet as a risk to health, and 18.9% see it as a soFeer risk. Nobody said there was a risk of harassment.
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7.3 Hygiene

Hygiene Ladder -

I I I I I
A0y © 1 100 AT

90.6% of households use a mobile bucket/jug/kettle to wash their hands. Only 12% have a fixed hand-
washing facility in the house, and another 2%, in the yard. 04% said they use hand sanitizer. 5.3% have
no hondwoshing foci|i+y. The above grophic o|isp|oys these results in terms of the hygiene service ladder.

Other

Before and after
treating a cut or
a wound

Before and after
caring for someone
at home who is sick

Before, during,
& after preparing
food

After using the
toilet

Before eating food 243

P 0 0 [ 100
Percentage %

oA

The above graph shows answers to the question “When do you normally wash your hands?”

914% of responden’rs said there is water available for hondwoshing when needed, whereas for 8.6%,
there is not. In 71% of households, soap (|iquid or bar) is available for hondwoshing.
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8 Food Security

8.1 Food Insecurity Experience Scale

The FIES results indicate that only 26% of households can be classified as food secure. Of the remaining
74%, 15.5% of individuals can be classified as severely food insecure.

Peop|e experiencing moderate levels

Food Insecurity Experience Scale (FIES) of the whole sample

of food insecurity will fypico”y have
|ow—qu0|i’ry diets and mighf have
been forced to reduce the quantity

- o
Weu in the last year

WHLDAY W Yes, in the last month

HUMNGRY

of food Jrhey eat at various times

throughout the year, while those ex-

ATELESS

periencing severe food insecurity lev-
els will have gone for entire days

SKIPFED

without eating, due to lack of money

or other resources to obtain food.

HEALTHY

WORRIED
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Only 4.5% of households responded "no” to all FIES questions. Although only 14.7% responded that they
had a whole day without food in the past year, 89.8% said that they had to eat a limited variety of
food, 89% said they sometimes have to eat food that they really do not want to eat, 81.2% said they
were sometimes not able to eat healthy and nutritious food, 75.1% said they sometimes have to eat
smaller meals, and 70.6% are sometimes worried about not hoving enough food.

An overview of responses (YES/NQO) is shown in the graph above. The frequency of the different
prob|ems is shown in the Fo||owing grophs. The definitions are as follows: Rore|y: once or fwice in a
fypicc1| month Sometimes: three to ten times in a ’rypico| month Often: more than ten times per month.
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WHOLEDAY In the past 12
mon’rhs, was there a time When, due
to lack of money or other resources,
you went without eating for a whole
day?

78% said that in the past month
fhey did not eat for a whole doy at
least once. 6.9% said it happened at
least once in the past year, whereas
85.3% said it did not happen to them
in the past year.

HUNGRY [n the past 12 months,
was there a time when, due to lack
of money or other resources, you
were hungry but did not eat?

36.7% of respondents said they were
hungry but could not eat at least
once in the past month. 25.8% said it
happened to them in the past year,
whereas 38% said Jrhey did not have
any issues. The frequency of the
prob|em is depicfed in the groph be-
low.
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WHOLEDAY

Never (853%)

N Often (33%)

Sometimes (5.7%)

Rarely (57%)

HUNGRY

Never (388%)

Rarely (106%)

Sometimes (23.7%)
Often (26.9%)
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RUNOUT In the past 12 months,
was there a time when, due to lack
of money or other resources, your
household ran out of food?

97.3% said that they ran out of food
at least once in the past month. 29%
said it hoppened to them at least
once in the past year, but not in the
past month. 441% said they had no
issues. The frequency of the prob|em
is depicfed in the groph below.

ATELESS In the past 12 months,
was there a time when, due to lack
of money or other resources, you atfe
less than you thought you should?
Most of the households had to eat
at least one smaller meal than what
fhey felt Jrhey needed due to the lack
of food in the past month (44.9%);
for 30.2%, it happened aft least once
in the past year, and only 249% of
households did not experience this.
The frequency of the problem is de-
picted in the graph below.
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RUNOUT

Never (44.1%)

Rarely (6.9%)

Sometimes (24.1%) Often (24.9%)

ATELESS

Rarely (6.1%)

Never (249%)

Sometimes (33.1%)

s

Often (359%)
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SKIPPED In the past 12 months,
was there a time when, due to lack
of money or other resources, you had
to skip a meal?

461% of households did not skip a
meal, 28.6% skipped at least one
meal in the past month, and 25.3%,
in the past year. The frequency of
the prob|em is depicfed in the groph
below.

FEWFOOD In the past 12 months,
was there a time when, due to lack
of money or other resources, you ate
only a few kinds of foods?

51% of households had to eat a lim-
ited variety of foods due to a lack
of resources in the past monfh, and
39%, in the past year. Only 10% had
a rich variety of foods to eat. The
Frequency of the prob|em is depic’red
in the groph below.

HEALTHY In the past 12 months,
was there a time when, due to lack
of money or other resources, you
were unable to eat healthy and nu-
tritious food?

Around 46.5% was not able to eat
heloy and nutritious food in the
past month, and 34.7%, in the past
year but not in the past month. On|y
192% did not have this issue. The
Frequency of the prob|em is depic’red
in the groph below.
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SKIPPED

Never (46.1%)

Rarely (8.6%)

Often (19.2%)

Sometimes (26.1%)

FEWFOOD

Sometimes (318%)
Rarely (6.9%)

Never (10.2%)

Often (51.0%)

HEALTHY

Rarely (10.6%)

Never (19.2%)
Sometimes (24.9%)

Often (45.3%)
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WORRIED In the past 12 months,
was there a time when, due to lack
of money or other resources, you
were worried you would not have
enough food to eat?

35.5% of the population was worried
in the past month that their house-
hold would not have enough food,
and 35% were worried in the past
year but not in the past month. On|y
29.4% were not worried at all.

PREFERRED (This question is
not part of the FIES framework but
is present in op‘riono| modules.) In
the past 12 months, were you or any
household member not able to eat
the kind of food you would have
preferreol to eat due to lack of re-
sources?

547% of households were not been
able to eat the kind of food Jrhey
would have preferred to eat due to a
lack of resources in the past monfh,
and 384%, in the past year. Only
6.9% did not have any issues.

UNWANTED (This question is
not part of the FIES framework
but is present in optional modules.)
In the past 12 months, did you or
any household member have to eat
some foods that you reo||y did not
want to eat due to lack of resources?
52.7% said they had to eat food that
fhey did not want to eat in the past
month at least once, whereas this
happened to 36.7% in the past year.
Only 11% said it never happened to
them.

-

WORRIED

Rarely (11.4%) ‘(294%)
Sometimes (30.6%)
Often (28.6%)

PREFERRED

Sometimes (29.4%)

Rarely (6.5%)

' Never (6.9%)

Often (57.1%)

UNWANTED

Sometimes (32.2%) Rarely (7.3%)

\ 4

Often (48.6%)

Never (11.8%)
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8.2 Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS)

Responden‘rs were asked about the foods and drinks Jrhey or anyone else in the household ate or drank
the doy before during the o|oy and at night The answers were then orgonized into the fo"owing food
groups: cereals, white tubers & roots, vege‘rob|es, fruits, meat, eggs, fish/seafood, |egumes/nu‘rs/seeo|,
mi|k/o|iory produds, oi|s/f0fs, sweets, and spices.

Dietary information

——— [
SRR |

o ko] a0 &0 ] oo
Percentage

Over 75% of the households eat white Jrubers, dark greens, and vege’rob|es like tomatoes and onions,
|egumes such as beans and peas, and oils and fats.

When it comes to cereals such as rice, wheo‘r, maize, and sorghum, the portfion of households decreases
to 66.9%. The vitamin A-rich yellow or orange vegetables are only eaten by 50.6% of hosueholds. Fish
is eaten by 294%. Only 20.5% eat yellow or orange fruits, and only 21.2%, other fruits. 18.9% eat dairy
products, 13.5%, meat, and 9.8%, organ meat.

376% of households usually eat more
than six food groups, another 19.6% eat Number of eaten groups (HDDS)
six, and 14.3% eat five food groups. 15.1%
of households eat four food groups, and

>6 (37.6%)

134% eat three food groups or less (see
groph below). It should be noted that the

survey did not include eggs, which should 0-1 (0.8%)
be a separate food group. Thus, for ’ 2 (20%)
those households that eat eggs, this food
group must be added, and the diet situ- 3 (10.6%)
ation would be s|ig|’1f|y better than that
depic‘red above. 6 (19.6%)

75 (usw)

4 (15.1%)
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PART 3: FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIONS
& INTERVIEWS

9 Focus Group Discussions

In April 2021, in parallel to the household survey, SVF conducted seven FGDs with homogeneous groups
and several interviews with key stakeholders. The following groups were included in the FGDs: shop
owners, SACCO members, three different farmer groups (mixed, women only, cooperative members),
local primary school teachers, and final year secondory school students. The target number of partici-
pants was six to eight, which was mostly reached, but in one case, only two participants showed up. Key
stakeholders interviewed included the SACCO manager, the chief nurse of the health post, the local
Catholic Church secretary, and the local primary school headmaster.

The team conducting the FGDs and key stakeholder interviews consisted of Alfons Ullenberg, a Kigali-
based consultant specio|izec| in o|eve|opmen+ cooperation and ogricuHure, Celestin Karamira, a consul-
tant also specialized in development cooperation and agriculture, with an additional focus on health,
and Joachim Hauschopp, the founder and executive chairman of Sustainable Villages Foundation. Ce-
lestin Karamira also served as an Eng|ish—Kinyorwondo interpreter.

9.1 FGD with Shop Owners

There are several shops in the two villages - mainly grocery shops that also sell soap and other non-food
items. There is also a bar and a restaurant. The vi||oges have at least two barber shops, but none of the
owners were present at the FGD. Some of the shop owners run a farm in poro||e|4 The group criticized
the absence of basic services like e|ec+ricify, water, and roads and limited healthcare provision. Market
access is difficult, o|ir‘ry water is @ hygiene prob|em, and smoke from stoves inside houses is a health
problem. The primary school is of poor quality, and vocational training options are too far away.

Key Quotes:
+ We feel safe and at home in the vi||oge.
+ Water is indispensob|e for survival. E|ec+rici’ry is important for advancement.
+ The water prob|em is too big to be solved by vi||oge - outside support is needed.

Priorities:
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1 Clean (drinking) water in sufficient quantity
2 Electricity (affordable)
3 Training (skill development, nearby vocational training)

4 Enough affordable cooking fuel

9.2 FGD with SACCO Members

From the household survey, we know that more than half of vi||oge households are SACCO members.
In the FGD, participants said that they have bank accounts with the SACCO, which costs a fee of RWF
1,500 (USD 1.5) per year. The government pushes SACCO membership, e.g. by requiring beneficiaries
to have SACCO bank accounts to get government subsidies. Participants said that getting a loan from
a SACCO (24% interest rate per year) is easier than from a bank (which might have slightly lower
interest rates). For small loans with a shorter term, participants prefer to go to a local savings group,
even though the interest rate is much higher. Thus, for a loan of USD 150, participants would rather go
to the local savings group, whereas for USD 300, they would prefer to go to the SACCO. Participants
can also use the SACCO account for savings; the interest rate is 6% per year. The closest SACCO
office is in the market town of Kabukuba, opproximq‘re|y 6 km away.

Key Quotes:

+ Larger amounts of money are kept at or borrowed from the SACCO, whereas smaller amounts
are putf info or borrowed from savings groups.

+ A SACCO is a "bank belonging to the people”.

« It is easier for villagers to get a loan from a SACCO than from a bank.
Priorities:

1 Sufficient quantity of clean (drinking) water

2 Electricity (affordable)

3 Health insurance

4 More food to eat

5 Enough affordable cooking fuel

9.3 FGD with Farmers (Mixed Group)

The fypico| crops cultivated include bononos, coffee, beons, maize, sweet potatoes, cassava, Irish pota-
toes, and tomatoes. Some households have |ives’rock, e.g. a cow, godfts, sl’]eep, chickens, and pigs. The
land holdings of the respondents are between 300 square meters (sqm) and 1 hectare (ha). Partic-
ipants regord their land as fertile and value the proximity of the school and the gooo| leaders in the
fwo vi||ogesA The main cho“enges are water for irrigation and lack of fertilizer (composf producfion
not sufficienf, and chemical fertilizer too expensive). Por’riciponfs want fraining for Formers, but govern-
ment training stopped when the 2019 coronavirus disease (COVID-19) pandemic started. A shortage
of firewood and limited e|ec+rici+y supp|y are also prob|emo+ic4

Farmers take loans from the SACCO but see the collateral and the high interest rate as a cho”enge
Savings groups are seen positively (even though the interest rate is higher). Farmers want better storage
options, so that Jrhey do not have to sell the crops when the prices are lowest.

Key Quotes:

+ We need more ogricu|furo| fraining.
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+ We also need more water for irrigation. In the dry season, one person full day of work is required
for water transport.

+ The amount of compost produced is not sufficient, so fertilizer has to be boughf, but sometimes
there is not enough money available for that.

+ The cow (donated fhrough the government’s one cow per poor Fomi|y program), after hoving had
the first calf, was not inseminated again and does not give milk, but continues consuming food
(and our resources).

Priorities:
1 More water, also for irrigation
2 Electricity
3 Efficient cookstoves that consume less or no firewood

4 Better conditions for ogricuHure: cheoper and more accessible inputs, equi‘rob|e markefts, higher
food production overall

9.4 FGD with Farmers (Cooperative Members)

Only two participants showed up for this FGD - both were members of the same “cow” cooperative.
The precondi’rion for membership is to have a cow, or the cooperative gives a loan to a new member
to buy a cow. The cooperative has wetland, which is the strongest incentive fo become a member, but
the government dictates what can be grown in the WeHonds, eg. beons, soy, maize, and tomatoes, and
no infercropping is allowed. The land is cultivated and crops are sold by the individual members, but
the cooperative helps with sales. Members get health insurance and a pension contribution through
the cooperative. Loans are more eosi|y accessible, with interest rates comporob|e to those of savings
groups (5% per month). The participants are very happy with their cooperative.

Key Quotes:

-+ We joined the cooperative because we get attractive land in the wetlands that can be cultivated,
including in the dry season.

« We can easily get a loan of up to RWF 300,000 from the cooperative without any collateral.

- If we have enough water and e|ecfrici+y, given that the new airport will be so c|ose, the rest will
come by itself.

Priorities:
1 More water, also for irrigation

2 Electricity

9.5 FGD with Farmers (Women Only)

Our genero| impression is that the women farmers are poorer than many of their male counterparts.
Participants see dependence on rain as the main challenge for agriculture. They see health getting
better Jrhrough government programs and know|edge about ogricuHure improving Through grassroots
training, but knowledge on how to fight insects and crop diseases is missing. The poverty issue was
mentioned several times.

As all of the participants are members of saving groups, there was an intense discussion about it. They
have all o|reoo|y taken out loans up fo a maximum of USD 150, e.g. for |ives‘rock, house renovations, or
school fees. The Typico| loan term is 9-12 months, and the interest rate is 5% per month, to be poio| each
month. The principo| is poid back in one shot at the end of the term. Sometimes, there is competition
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among members for the available funds. Even though the interest rate is so high, all the members see
their savings groups in a very positive |igh+, because the interest earned is ultimately given back to the
members. To get a loan, ’rhey just opprooch their committee. However, savings groups often ask for
collateral, as well. There is no loan default prob|em anymore.

Most savings groups have 20-25 members, some up to 60. They are limited to the cell. The groups
have statutes and a formal structure but are not regisfered.

Note from SVYF: we sce great pofenﬂo| to involve the savings groups in the management of payments
in installments, e.g. for SHS, ICS, & water storage tanks.

Key Quotes:
+ Poverty is a big prob|em.
+ There is not enough water.

+ There is neither enough money nor enough knowledge to fight diseases or insects attacking the

Crops.

+ We would rather go to our savings group to get a small loan than to the SACCO, o|‘rhough the
interest rate in the saving group is higher. The opp|icoﬂon process is easier. You just write a letter
tfo your group, and H’]ey make a decision quick|y.

Priorities:
+ More water

« Electricity

9.6 FGD with Primary School Teachers

Juru Primary School is operated by the Catholic Church. The school was built in 1963 with roughly 900
students in gredes 1-6. The school has a big rainwater horvesfing system for drinking water, which was
broken when we had the FGD (but then later fixed with our support). There are two solar systems to
power |igh’ring in the headmaster’s office and a few of the classrooms. The headmaster has a |op+op,
but it is broken. Teachers often have no specific training, as most of them become teachers immediately
after Jrhey finish secondory school.

Teachers are meant to teach in Eng|ish, but none of the teachers spec1|<s gooo| Eng|ish - most of them,
horo”y any. There is also very little I T know|edge and no opportunity to maintain and oleve|op it further,
because there are no computers. Teachers are not hoppy with their own level of education and welcome
further training. Poverty among families in the villages is seen as a big problem.
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Key Quotes:

+ Water prob|em: some kids have to fetch water for their Fomi|y before school or cannot come to
school at all because of this - dropou‘r is highesf in the c|ry season because of water fransport.

+ Teachers have know|eo|ge about science and fechno|ogy, but Jrhey need computer training.

+ Teachers could teach vi||ogers how to use tools and ‘rechno|ogies and exp|oin that there is a need
for their contribution.

Priorities:
« Clean water

. E|ec’rricify

9.7 FGD with Secondary Students, Final Class

Katarara Secondary School (grade 7-12) is about 5 km away from the two villages and serves the
entire region. However, all students participating in the FGD are from the villages of Rugarama and
Bisagara. Students said the soil is fertile, peop|e like ogricuHure, livestock is good, and food trade is
profif0b|e. On the other hand, ‘rhey stated that the lack of e|ecfrici’ry is hindering deve|opment lack
of water is |imifing ogricu|’ruro| producﬂvify, the roads are bad, skills get lost, ogricu|+uro| inpufs are
difficult to gef, and peop|e are very poor.

The participants had much stronger visions than those encountered in all the other FGDs. The nearby
airport construction site is seen as a big opportunity; for exomp|e, a hotel could be built, and the
import/export of crops (e.g. coffee or rice) and other goods could become much easier. They want a
water tap in every house and the streets to be poved (no other group ever proposed this). E|ec’rrici+y
is seen as equo”y important as water and is primori|y considered as a business enabler. It would open
up the possibi|ify fo start workshops, e.g. for carpentry or We|dingA They see a need for ogricu|furo|
fraining, as well as also computer fraining. All students want to go fo university but come back
to their villages later on. Only one student seemed to be capable of speaking English, so we had to
conduct this session in Kinyarwanda, as well. They do not do self-study in English, because they do not
have smartphones, and access to the smart classroom for individual activities is limited. All students are
aware of their deficiencies in English. Students rate their IT capabilities much higher. The participants
said one IT teacher is very good.

Note from SVF: we later contacted this IT teacher, and he will support the introduction of a smart
classroom and teacher training in IT at Juru Primary School.

Key Quotes:

* In ten years, we want the vi||oge to have grid access, a water tap in every household, and the
main road poved.

« We made it to secondory school because we were |ucky, we wanted it, and we have better skills.

« The new airport will trigger the development of additional infrastructure and create jobs; there
could even be a hotel in the vi||oge.

« We all want to go fo university, but later we want to live in the vi||oge again.
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10 Interviews with Key Stakeholders
10.1 Interview with the Juru Umurenge SACCO Manager

Each of Rwanda’s more than 400 sectors has an Umurenge SACCO. This interview took place in the
Juru Umurenga SACCO in Kabukuba, which is the main town in Juru Sector, about 5 km away from the
two pilot villages. A SACCO serves like a bank, so each member has a proper bank account. Members
can be individuals, but also cooperatives and even savings groups have bank accounts at the SACCO.

SACCO loans have a 24% interest rate per year, which is higher than a bank’s interest rate (there is
at least one bank in Kabukuba, not very far away from the SACCO building), but lower than that of
savings groups and cooperatives (5% per month). Deposits earn an interest rate of 6% per year.

The SACCO currently has USD 80,000 in outstanding loans; the yearly turnover is around USD
200,000. The loan default rate is 3-7%. The demand for loans is higher than the offer. The SACCO
finances agricultural loans with rather short terms, as well as water tanks. So far, they have not financed

SHS.

10.2 Interview with the Chief Nurse of Juru Cell Health Post

Each cell has a health post; the one in Bisagara is near the Cell Office. The health post in Bisagara is
in a proper building. It has an SHS for lighting and a rainwater harvesting system with a plastic tank.

The health post has two nurses. They provide basic health services and have an average of twenty
cases per day (the cell has roughly 7,000 inhabitants). More severe cases are sent to the sector health
center, which is around 5-6 km away, or fo the hospi‘rcﬂ in Nyamata (a one-hour car drive on bumpy
roads). For exomp|e, mothers giving birth are sent to the health center or hospi+o|.
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The chief nurse sees the biggest problem in the water quantity (in the dry season) and quality (all year
round). Peop|e get diarrhea from o|irer water. A roundfrip journey to the lake to get water takes 2
hours by bicycle (for those who have access to a bicycle). Piped water or big storage tanks with proper
disinfection are needed to solve the problem. She sees the open sheet tanks built by the NGO Acord
Rwanda rather positively, even though they have some hygiene issues. She says that kids should wear
shoes in order to avoid wormes. E|ec‘rrici+y should be available everywhere.

She says that there is no malnutrition prob|em in the vi||c1ge.

Note from SVF. from what we have seen and heard in the FGDs and household interviews, we believe
that there is a certain level of mo|nu+ri’rion, which mighf be below the official Jrhresho|o|, but still worth
investigating further.

10.3 Interview with the Catholic Church Secretary

The secretary of the Catholic Church is also a primary school teacher and therefore por’ricipo’red in the
FGD with the primary school teachers, as well.

The church has a big bui|o|ing in the vi||oge, but it lacks water, e|ec‘rrici+y, and sanitation. The church has
the role of fransmitting education and cu|fure, |ive|iness, and re|igious beliefs. There is a church choir.
Twice a week, the congregation gofhers without the priest; every Sundoy, the priest, who lives near
Kabukuba, comes. The church has 3,000 members in the cell. Other religious groups in the community
include Protestants, Presbyterians, and Adventists. There are no Muslims in the villages.

She sees water as prob|em number 1 - safe drinkmg water is 20 km away, and not even Kabukuba
has piped water. However, electricity is needed as well. She says everybody wants an ICS, but people
cannotf pay the price (USD 26-28) in one shot; the opfion to pay in installments is needed.

She sees the neorby airport construction site as a positive deve|opmen+. Some work is o|reoo|y underwoy
there. There was land exproprio‘red for a mi|i‘rory camp to protect the airport. Peop|e are afraid that
more peop|e will be relocated, but those who goft expropriofed were hoppy with the compensation.

10.4 Interview with the Juru Primary School Headmaster

The school (grades 1-6) was built in 1963 and has roughly 900 students in 18 classrooms. It was much
bigger a few months ago, but a second primary school was opened in the cell, and many students
moved to that new school. The school has no electricity except for two SHS for the headmaster's office
and a few classrooms. The main rainwater horvesfing system tank was broken (and recenﬂy repoired
with the support of SVF).

They run a two-shift system. About 20-30 pupils have permanently dropped out. On top of this,
there are temporary dropou’rs. Reasons for dropou’r include ignorance of the importance of education,
poverty, and the work children have to do for the fomi|y, e.g. Fefching water from the lake in the o|ry
season and work in rice fields.
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He talked a lot about poverty and the miserable condition of the family homes; most of them have no
or very bad ﬂooring, and houses are built with adobe and are not plastered. \/i||ogers do not have
enough to eat and not enough water. In the past, there was piped water from Lake Mugesera, but the
service was suspended \/i||ogers can contribute to the water supp|y cost, but the state must he|p build
and finance the infrastructure. SVF should also support irrigation projects and he|p create emp|oyment

We did not talk about the quo|ify of education and teachers’ fraining status, as those fopics were
reserved for the discussion with the teachers.
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PART 4: CONCLUSIONS
& OUTLOOK

11 Conclusions

The FGDs and key stakeholder interviews match the results of the household survey in almost all aspects.
Nevertheless, Jrhey provided more detailed insighrs info some important fopics, as summarized below:

Priority 1in the two vi||oges is safe dririkirig water. Again and again, it has been mentioned that vi||ogers
are wi||ing tfo pay for water, but sefting up the basic infrastructure requires organization and funds from
outside. Safe drinking water in the vicinity of the houses will make peop|e healthier and free up fime
for productive activities, e.g. income generation by adults or school attendance by children and youth.

Priority 2 is electrification. It is important to support education, |ighr individual homes, and support

businesses, inc|uding ogricu|’rure.

Priority 3 for many in the local community is clean cooking. Cooking on open fires in closed rooms is
bad for one’s health and consumes too much firewood, which is fime-consuming fo collect and results in

deforestation. Clean cooking devices are needed.
In addition, there are some other key challenges:

+ Poverty in general: Most inhabitants of the two villages are poor. Measures taken by SVF should
focus on improvements in heo|’rh, |ive|ihoods, and income.

+ Not enough food: Higher yields are needed to have enough food and enough income to buy the
food needed for a proper diet that is not cultivated on one’s own land.

« lIrrigation: People need more income. In order to generate that, they need higher yields, e.g.
fhrough irrigation. Furthermore, irrigation will make smallholder farmers more resilient against
drough‘r.

. Agricu|furo| fraining: Smallholder farmers expressed their desire to acquire more know|edge about

ogricu|+uro| ‘rechniques ‘rhrough fraining, another element to increase the yie|di

+ Access to ogricu|ruro| inputs and markets: Access to inputs like seeds and fertilizers, as well as to
equifob|e markets, is limited and should be improved. Crop storage can enable farmers to sell

their produce when prices are higher.

+ Teacher quo|ificofion & school infrastructure: Teachers feel that their quo|iiticorion is not suffi-
cient, especially in English and IT, and the school lacks electricity and computers. Electricity, IT
equipment, and fraining is therefore needed.

« Employment: Professional fraining opftions, also outside ogricu|’rure, are not within geogrophico|
reach, even though they would increase villagers' chances of finding employment, e.g. at the
neorby airport under deve|opmenf, or even creating their own businesses. Solutions must be

found.

« Proper housing: Existing housing standards are poor; these standards should be raised in order
to improve hygiene and health.

12 Outlook 2022 - 2023

In spring 2022, a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) was signed with the Ministry for Local Gov-
ernment (MINALOC). On the basis of this MoU, the Rwanda Governance Board (RGB) recognised

the organisation as an “International Non-Governmental Organisation”.
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In accordance with the statutes, the founder has oppoin’red a seven-member board of trustees. The
board has elected Francine Munyaneza as choirperson and Olivier Kraft as depufy choirperson. More
information can be found at h‘r’rps://www.s—v»forg/fheﬂ(oundoﬁon/boord—o{—frus‘rees.h’rm\A The first two
meetings have o|reoo|y taken p|oce.

In the village of Rugarama, an electrification rate of 100% has been achieved in spring 2022, while the
village of Bisagara is still at 95%.

Preparations for the electrification of the primary school are well advanced. Laptops are also to be

purchased and teacher training supported. The construction will be started in July and finalized by
October 20292

The construction of a model house, that will host a small nursery schoo|, was started in Ju|y and will be
finalized by October 2022. The house will showcase the use of adobe bricks in conjunction with hygienic
flax oil treatment of the ﬂoors, a compost Jroi|eJr, solar e|ec+ri{icoﬂon, rainwater horvesﬁng and clean
cooking.

The start of ogricu|furo| fraining for smallholder farmers is in preparation.

The construction of a drinking water supp|y for the two vi||oges is on the p|on for 2022, as the current
water supp|y is very poor. However, two l’]ydro|ogico| surveys have shown no water or water at a very
great depfh. The solution for this exfreme|y important project has not yet been found.

Fundroising with professionoﬂ donors in deve|opmenf cooperation has begun The aim is to find Funding
for an extension of the pilot project to four neighboring villages, to be started in late 2022, and to build
up a team with emp|oyees in Rwanda.
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