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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Background 

 

In 2016, with support from the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland, the Global Alliance for Clean 

Cookstoves (the Alliance) partnered with the International Center for Research on Women (ICRW) 

to assess the social and economic impacts of a pilot cooking intervention in Kigeme Camp, 

Rwanda, implemented by Inyenyeri ð a Rwandan social benefit company. The project employed a 

market-based model ð essentially treating refugees as customers ð to introduce Mimi Moto fan-

gasifying stoves and Inyenyeri biomass fuel pellets into 300 refugee households. Each household 

leased a Mimi Moto stove fro m Inyenyeri in exchange for committing to purchase a set amount 

of pellets each month using money they received from the World Food Programme, which was 

originally intended to be used for purchasing food. Inyenyeri established a retail location in 

Kigeme and opened for business in September 2016. 

 

The Alliance, UNHCR, and Inyenyeri are interested in exploring how well a market-based approach 

might work in a humanitarian setting, and what program model will be most effective. The goal 

of collecting and analyzing this monitoring data is to enable Inyenyeri, UNHCR, and the Alliance 

to measure and understand how the stoves and fuel are being used, what is working well, and 

what could be improved in future phases of the project, as well as to gain a more nuanced 

understanding of some of the social and economic impacts of using the stoves and fuel in this 

particular setting.  

 

Findings 

 

Adoption and usage of the Mimi Moto stove and Inyenyeri fuel pellets 

 

Intervention households used the Mimi Moto as the primary cooking device for all cooking 

tasks besides beans. However, they also frequently used other cooking devices ð chiefly the 

three-stone fire, fixed mud stove, and the traditional metal frame stove. Below are the percentages 

of Inyenyeri user respondents who listed the Mimi Moto as the primary cooking device for the 

following dishes:  

¶ Porridge: 69% in rainy season and 67% in dry season 

¶ Rice: 66% in rainy season and 65% in dry season 

¶ Beans: 22% in rainy season and 19% in dry season 

¶ Ugali: 68% in both rainy and dry seasons 

¶ Potatoes: 50% in rainy season and 69% in dry season 

http://catalog.cleancookstoves.org/stoves/434
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Despite the above findings, intervention households continued to supplement Inyenyeri products 

with their traditional cooking devices and fuels (òstove stackingó). Through observation and 

anecdotal conversations with Inyenyeri users, ICRW found that intervention households were 

often purchasing one sack of pellets and using the Mimi Moto as their primary cooking device for 

most cooking tasks while they had pellets to cook with; however, when the pellets ran out, they 

would resort to other, cheaper cooking methods rather than purchase more pellets.   

 

Socio-economic Impacts on Users and Households 

 

Cooking Time 

 

The overall time required for all cooking tasks each week decreased for both intervention and 

comparison households between the baseline and endline surveys. However, cooking beans 

represented an outlier, as this task takes an exceptionally long time and was rarely conducted on 

the Mimi Moto due to the large quantity of pellets required.   Taking this into account, Inyenyeri 

customers experienced a five times greater reduction in cooking time across all cooking 

tasks except for cooking beans , compared to the non-user households (See Tables 1 & 2).  

 

Table 1: Change in Cooking Time ( With Beans ) 

 Baseline Endline  Change 

Intervention  

Households  

1155 minutes per week 

(2.7 hours per day) 

599 minutes per week 

(1.4 hours per day) 

-48% 

Comparison 

Households  

1581 minutes per week 

(13.8 hours per day) 

939 minutes per week 

(2.2 hours per day) 

-41% 

  

Table 2: Change in Cooking Time ( Without Beans ) 

 Baseline Endline  Change 

Intervention  

Households  

638 minutes per week 

(1.5 hours per day) 

353 minutes per week  

(0.8 hours per day) 

-45% 

Comparison  

Households  

661 minutes per week 

(1.6 hours per day) 

611 minutes per week  

(1.5 hours per day) 

-7% 

 

Usersõ perceptions of time savings were also assessed. Of respondents from intervention 

households, 100% reported the perception that it took less time to cook using the Mimi 

Moto.  

 

ICRW also assessed how Inyenyeri customers used the time they saved on cooking. Among those 

that report ed saving time on cooking, the main tasks that they reported spending their saved time 

on include, from most to least common :  
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¶ Cleaning the house and childcare; 

¶ Recreational activity; 

¶ Social activity;  

¶ Helping children study ; and  

¶ Income-generating activity.  

 

When asked in focus group discussions how they spend their time now that they use the Mimi 

Moto, most participant s chose ôsocial/leisure activitiesõ or ôcleaning activitiesõ. A few respondents 

also said that they spent most of their time after receiving the Mimi Moto on ôtaking care of 

childrenõ or ômaking moneyõ. No one ranked ôcookingõ as their top choice, explaining that, òcooking 

activities can no longer be described as an activity that takes too much of their time.ó  

 

Fuel Procurement Time 

 

While the average amount of time required  to purchase or collect fuel among intervention 

households remained relatively constant between the baseline and endline surveys (only 8% 

decrease), there was a large increase (38%) in the average amount of time required for fuel 

procurement among comparison households for all fuel types except  for those who collected 

agricultural waste (Table 3).1  Given that it is generally more difficult to procure fuel in the rainy 

season (when the endline was conducted) due to scarcities of dry biomass, ICRW believes that 

participation with Inyenyeri has enabled households to balance this challenge an d spend 

approximately the same amount of time on fuel procurement  in the rainy season  as they 

did  during dry season , when the baseline was conducted.  

 

Table 3: Average Change in Fuel Procurement Time ( Excluding Collected Agricultural 

Waste) 

 Baseline Endline  Time Difference  Change 

Intervention  

Households  

53.11 min 48.92 min -4.19 min -8% 

Comparison  

Households  

57.31 min 79.05 min + 21.74 min +38% 

 

 

                                                 
1 ICRW excluded the collection of agricultural waste in Table 3 since very few households in either group  

(two intervention and five comparison) were engaging in this activity at the end line, but those few spent 

large amounts of time  doing so, since it is necessary travel further out side of the camp to find dry fuel  

during the rainy season. More households instead spent time purchasing vs. collecting fuel.  
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Interestingly, while there was very little difference in the measured time associated with fuel 

procurement from baseline to endline for intervention households, the vast majority of 

intervention respondents percieved the amount of time spent on fuel procu rement to be less after 

receiving Inyenyeri.  

 

Fuel Expenditure 

 

There was an increase in fuel expenditure among both comparison and intervention households 

between the baseline and endline surveys, but this increase was much greater among intervention 

households (See Table 4). Expenditure greatly increased among intervention households due 

to  the need to purchase pellets.  It is important to note that households were choosing to spend 

money given to them to purchase food (by WFP) to instead purchase pellets. This demonstrates 

that they saw value in using the Mimi Moto. Among comparison households, the increase in fuel 

expenditure is likely due to the fact that households are more likely to purchase fuel during rainy 

season, which was when the endline survey was conducted. 

 

 

Table 4: Average Change in Fuel Expenditure ($USD)  

 Baseline Endline  Spending 

Difference  

Change  

Intervention  

Households  

$3.67 $7.05 + $3.38 +92% 

Comparison  

Households  

$3.52 $4.02 + $0.50 +14% 

 

 

In responses related to customer satisfaction, respondents were most likely to òstrongly disagreeó 

or òsomewhat disagreeó with the statement: òInyenyeri is a good price,ó highlighting that price is 

one of the main challenges respondents find with participating in Inyenyeriõs program. 

When asked what other challenges people experienced with Inyenyeri, about half (52%) reported 

nothing, and about half (48%) reported the cost of the pellets. Findings from the FGDs similarly 

reflected that cost is the main barrier households face in using Inyenyeri more frequently. 

Participants in all four FGDs noted that they buy pellets when they can, but when money runs out 

they must supplement with charcoal or other fuels. 
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Health & Safety  

 

ICRW assessed the incidence of burns and several health-related quality of life (HRQoL) indicators 

among comparison and intervention households before and after Inyenyeriõs program. Overall, 

there were large decreases in burns and HRQoL indicators by refugees in Inyenyeri customer 

households, while there were relatively few changes among refugees from the comparison group  

(see Figures 1 and 2). For example, among intervention households there was an average 83% 

decrease in the experiences of burns, eye irritation, irritation of the nose and throat, 

coughing and sneezing, chest pain, and shor tness of breath among both the participants 

themselves and also among their other household members . Alternatively, there was actually 

an overall 25% increase in the percentage of respondents from comparison households who 

experienced these HRQoL indicators and a decrease of only 28% among other household 

members.   

Figure 1  

Figure 2  
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The HRQoL indicators that saw the greatest decrease among respondents from intervention 

households were irritation of nose and throat (96% decrease), chest pain (91% decrease), and 

shortness of breath (89% decrease). The health issues with the greatest decreases among other  

household members in intervention households included eye irritation (100% decrease) and 

irritation of the nose and throat (94% decrease).  

 

Among intervention respondents, 100% reported feeling safer while cooking and 96% 

reported feeling safer during fuel procurement . Inyenyeri customers noted that risks have not 

diminished altogether, since they still are forced to use wood because of the high price associated 

with Inyenyeri. Backaches and headaches, which are often associated with queuing to receive 

wood, have also reduced.   

 

Drudgery 

 

On average, intervention households reported a 72% decrease in the level of drudgery 

associated with cooking .2 The level of drudgery associated with cooking reported by 

intervention households at the endline was 73% lower than that reported by comparison 

households. Intervention households also reported a 71% decrease in the level of drudgery 

associated with fuel procurement. The level of drudgery associated with fuel procurement 

reported by intervention households at the enline  was 73% lower than that reported by 

comparison households.   

 

Social Status and Relationships 

 

Since joining  Inyenyeriõs program, about half of the intervention respo ndents (44%) felt more 

respected by others and the remainder (56%) felt about the same.  Among respondents who 

felt more respected, 89% believe their increased social status is because community members 

think they are rich since they have the Inyenyeri stove, and 11% believe their increased status is 

because community members think they are smart for having the Inyenyeri stove. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
2 Drudgery refers to the amount/level of effort needed to complete a task. For cooking, drudgery consists 

of the effort or workload associated with collecting and preparing/processing fuel, as well as cooking, such 

as lighting and managing the fire.  
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Additional Qualitative Impacts 

 

Inyenyeri customers who participated in all of the FGDs agreed that cooking with òInyenyerió (i.e., 

the MimiMoto stove and fuel pellets)  is easier than with wood or other stoves. They commented 

that after completing the training  that Inyenyeri provides to new customers, both lighting the 

stove and cooking was very easy. Specifically, users noted that Inyenyeri saves them work before 

and after cooking: there is no need to prepare the pellets as one needs to prepare wood (e.g. 

chopping), and the Mimi Moto  keeps pots clean, so there is less clean-up afterwards. Users also 

appreciated the convenience of being able to cook inside the home. Participants who were 

previously using charcoal said they no longer had to wash their hands after handling the fuel, thus 

saving them water as well as time.  

 

Another notable benefit of Inyenyeri cited by the FGD participants was that the intervention 

contributed to reducing  the risk of conflicts within  and between families. Female participants 

explained that quarrels with husbands over delayed food had reduced, and when husbands or 

children need food in a hurry, they were able to quickly prepare food on the Mimi Moto.  

 

Impact on Refugees Engaged as Inyenyeri Employees 

 

There are a number of economic, social, and empowerment impacts experienced by refugees who 

were hired as Inyenyeri staff as a result of their employment. Below are some of the impacts and 

relevant quotes from staff.  

 

¶ Increased financial stability:  For several staff members, increased financial stability was 

the first benefit they mentioned when asked how becoming an Inyenyeri employee has 

changed their life. òBefore I could not provide basic needs for my family,ó one employee 

said. 

¶ Increased decision -making power: Three of the four staff who were interviewed noted 

experiencing increases in their decision-making power, and noted that this was in part 

because they are now the ones providing for the needs of the family. One female employee 

explained: òI am the bread winnerê all the eyes are turned on me.ó   

¶ Increased self -confiden ce: Inyenyeri has also changed the way staff members see 

themselves, increasing their belief in their own abilities. One said: òIt [Inyenyeri] was an 

opportunity for me to indicate what I can do. I managed to demonstrate my abilities.ó  

¶ Increased status: Employees noted feeling more respected as a result of their work with 

Inyenyeri. According to one staff member, at least some of this newfound status is a direct 

result of her increased economic status. One employee said: òI have respect from my 

neighbors since I have money. I can lend money to neighbors and friends.ó 
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¶ Increased access to networks: Accessing new social networks was another added benefit 

of employment with Inyenyeri, though most of these new relationships were at the staff -

client level.   

¶ Increased communication skills: All staff members who were interviewed reported 

increases in communication skills because of their exposure to new people and to public 

speaking through their work with Inyenyeri. One said: òInyenyeri exposed me to many 

people and I am now able to speak to big people.ó 

 

Methods and Limitations 

 

ICRW used a mixed methods approach to gather quantitative data from Inyenyeri users and non-

users, in addition to qualitative data from users and employees to explore initial impacts of 

Inyenyeriõs model. ICRW used the Social Impact Measurement System for the clean cooking sector 

that it developed and piloted with the Alliance over the past two years. Quantitative data, using 

the social impact surveys, was collected at the baseline and endline of the project, with 50 

individuals representing households that participated in the Inyenyeri pilot, as well as 50 

individuals representing households in a non-participating comparison group. Qualitative data 

was collected through four focus group discussions with Inyenyeri users, in-depth interviews with  

four refugees who were employed as Inyenyeri customer service representatives, and one key 

informant interview with a health worker.  

 

The surveys and discussions with Inyenyeri users in this study aimed to capture changes that 

occurred due to use of the Mimi Moto stove and Inyenyeri fuel pellets. However, it should be 

noted t hat this was a pilot project, and Inyenyeri was testing the model over a short time period. 

Only four months passed between the baseline and endline surveys. Moreover, the study sample 

size was relatively small ð only 50 intervention and 50 comparison household s. It is therefore 

difficult to draw statistically significant conclusions .  While this data can be used to elucidate 

patterns to be further explored in future programming and research, it should not be used to 

generalize results to all Inyenyeri users.  

 

Conclusions  

 

Inyenyeriõs cooking intervention in Kigeme camp  resulted in some significant benefits for its 

refugee customers and employees, as well as attained a high level of customer satisfaction. 

However, the high cost of pellets remains a significant barrier to wider adoption of Inyenyeriõs 

model.  

 

http://cleancookstoves.org/about/news/10-28-2016-measuring-social-impact-in-the-clean-cooking-sector.html
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BACKGROUND 
 

In 2016, with support from the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland, the Global Alliance for Clean 

Cookstoves (the Alliance) partnered with the International Center for Research on Women (ICRW) 

to monitor the social and economic impacts of a pilot cooking intervention in Kigeme Camp, 

Rwanda, implemented by Inyenyeri ð a Rwandan social benefit company. The project employed a 

market-based model ð essentially treating refugees as customers ð to introduce Mimi Moto  fan-

gasifying stoves and Inyenyeri biomass fuel pellets into 300 refugee households.3 Each household 

leased a Mimi Moto stove from Inyenyeri in exchange for committing to purchase a set amount 

of pellets each month using money they received from the World Food Programme (WFP) that 

was originally intended to be used to purchase food . Inyenyeri established a retail location in 

Kigeme and opened for business in September 2016. 

 

The Alliance, UNHCR and Inyenyeri are interested in exploring whether a market-based approach 

can work in a humanitarian setting, and what program model will be most effective. The goal of 

collecting and analyzing this monitoring data is to enable Inyenyeri, UNHCR, and the Alliance to 

measure and understand how the stoves are being used, what is working well, and what could be 

improved in future phases of the project, as well as to gain a more nuanced understanding of 

some of the social and economic impacts of using the stoves and fuel in this particular setting. 

Additionally, Inyenyeri and UNHCR can use this information to demonstrate the projectõs impacts 

and to raise additional funding  to scale the work.  

 

This report summarizes and analyzes the collected data. In it, ICRW explores adoption and usage; 

the socio-economic impacts of the project  on users and households, including household living 

standards; and the impact on the refugees employed by Inyenyeri as customer service 

representatives.  

METHODS 
 

ICRW used a mixed methods approach to gather quantitative data from Inyenyeri users and non-

users, in addition to qualitative data from users and employees to explore initial impacts of 

Inyenyeriõs model. ICRW employed user surveys from the Social Impact Measurement System for 

the clean cooking sector that it developed and piloted with the Alliance over the past two years. 

This framework provides the cookstoves and fuels sector with a standardized method of defining 

and measuring the social and economic impacts associated with cooking initiatives. The system 

                                                 
3 This assessment only covers 50 of the 300 customer households. Inyenyeri started its intervention among 

approximately 100 households and scaled up to 300 by the end of the project.  

http://catalog.cleancookstoves.org/stoves/434
http://cleancookstoves.org/about/news/10-28-2016-measuring-social-impact-in-the-clean-cooking-sector.html
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was developed in consultation with key stakeholders in the field, including impact investors, clean 

energy experts, gender researchers, clean and efficient cooking implementers, and measurement 

experts. ICRW supplemented quantitative findings from the  user surveys with focus groups 

discussions (FGDs) with users, in-depth interviews with four refugees that Inyenyeri employed as 

Customer Service Representatives (CSRs) in Kigeme, and a key informant interview with a health 

worker who was serving as a chief nurse at the health clinic in the camp.   These interviews were 

conducted in Kinyarwanda and then translated into English.  

 

For the quantitative data collection, ICRW conducted baseline and endline (follow-up) social 

impact surveys with 50 individuals representing òinterventionó households that participat ed in the 

Inyenyeri pilot, as well as 50 individuals representing òcomparisonó households. This comparison 

group was comprised of households who had not yet participated in the Inyenyeri pilot, but who 

may be invited to participate in the future. Baseline data collection was carried out in December 

2016, and the endline data collection was conducted in March 2017.  

 

The intervention sample was created by randomly selecting 50 households on the list of 100 

intervention households.4 The comparison sample was created by randomly selecting the same 

number of households from each camp Quartier as were in the intervention group. Annex 1 

depicts a map of Kigeme camp, which shows the camp regions (A & B), the geographic Quartiers 

(1-8), and shows the approximate percentage of intervention and comparison households 

sampled from each Quartier. Households within these Quartiers were assigned a number, and 

then numbers were randomly selected. Researchers then traveled door-to-door within each 

Quartier asking whether households would be interested in voluntarily participating , until they 

reached an equal number of comparison households as intervention households in that Quartier. 

Baseline data was collected from all 50 intervention  and 50 comparison households. Due to some 

difficulty  in tracking down particular household members, endline data was collected from all 50 

intervention  households, but only 48 comparison households.  

 

For the qualitative data collection, ICRW conducted four focus group discussions with Inyenyeri 

users, for a total of 21 participants . These explored some of the patterns that were emerging in 

the quantitative data and delved deeper into the  projectõs impacts. Focus group participants were 

selected from a representative variety of Quartiers, providing a geographic diversity of 

participants. ICRW also conducted in-depth interviews with the four refugee CSRs employed by 

Inyenyeri within the camp, as well as one key informant interview with a health worker. The in-

                                                 
4 Inyenyeriõs pilot project was carried out in two phases. At the time of the baseline study, Inyenyeri had recruited 100 

customer households in the camp. By the end of the project, their customer base had expanded to 300 households; 

however, ICRWõs endline study only focused on the same 50 Inyenyeri customer households and 50 non-customer 

(comparison) households that were surveyed in the baseline.  
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depth interviews provided initial insights on how the CSRs were impacted by their employment  

with Inyenyeri, and the interviews with both Inyenyeri employees and the health worker were used 

to elucidate findings from the quantitative data.   

 

Limitations 

 

The surveys and discussions with intervention households (i.e. Inyenyeri users) were meant to 

capture changes that had occurred as a result of using the Mimi Moto  stove and Inyenyeri fuel 

pellets. While ICRW was able to capture some interesting results, it should be noted that this was 

a pilot project , and Inyenyeri was trying to test the model over a short time period . Only four 

months passed between the baseline and endline surveys. Comprehensively measuring the social 

impacts of the project  would require more time to pass between surveys so that users could cook 

with the Mimi Moto for several months, through both rainy and dry season s, and experience the 

full range of potential benefits. In the surveys we asked about respondentsõ experiences in both 

rainy and dry seasons (two rainy seasons and two dry seasons, each approximately three months 

in Kigeme), and then averaged the responses for the entire year.  

 

However, as we analyzed the survey data, it was clear that respondents often provided answers 

that were biased to their current season. For example, if the survey was being conducted during 

the rainy season, they may have said that they spent a very long time collecting agricultural waste 

and then said that this was the same in the dry season, when in reality, they spent much less time 

collecting agricultural waste in the dry season. Because of this, responses were slightly impacted 

by the season in which the survey was conducted. We have tried to include this explanation where 

relevant throughout this report. To eliminate this bias, the survey could be conducted at multiple 

points throughout the year and averaged to better represent average annual changes.  

 

Additionally,  it is difficult to draw statistically significant conclusions with a relatively small  sample 

size - only 50 intervention and 50 comparison households. This data can be used to elucidate 

patterns to be further explored in fu ture programming and research , but it should not be 

used to generalize results to all Inyenyeri users.  

  

It should further be noted that  all data collection was conducted through the work of a local 

consultant, so ICRW had limited ability to explore some of the more nuanced patterns and 

behaviors. While the local consultant who was responsible for both the quantitative and 

qualitative data did an excellent job of conveying observations and insights, there are still 

limitations that arise from not being able to see the cont ext firsthand.  
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SURVEY DEMOGRAPHICS 
 

Respondent Profile 

 

As noted above, ICRW conducted social impact surveys with 50 individuals representing 

households that participat ed in the Inyenyeri pilot, as well as 50 individuals representing 

households in a comparison group. This section summarizes key demographic features of survey 

respondents and their households.  

 

ICRW purposely sampled mostly women as survey respondents, as they are typically the ones who 

are most knowledgeable about cooking practices. Our enumerator made an effort to conduct the 

survey with the person primarily responsible for doing the cooking, as this person would be most 

knowledgeable about issues related to cooking time, drudgery, and related issues. However, in 

some cases this person was not available, so the enumerator conducted the survey with another 

member of the household who could reflect on cooking and fuel procurement behaviors within 

the household.    

           

   

 

As Figure 3 shows, the majority of both intervention and comparison households had 6 -10 

members. Intervention households had an average of 6.86 members, comprised of an average of 

3.44 females and 3.36 males. Comparison households had an average of 7.08 members, comprised 

of an average of 3.7 females and 3.38 males.  While the comparison group had a slightly higher 

Figure 1  
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average number of household members, there were a few households in the intervention group 

with household sizes that appear to be outliers - one 15-person household and one 13-person 

household.  

 

 

Figures 4-7 show the breakdown of household size by age for males and females. The majority of 

household members from both intervention and comparison households range from age 0 to 29. 

  

   

Figure 4  
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The majority of respondentsõ highest level of education was either primary or secondary school. 

As Figure 8 shows, the intervention respondents had slightly higher levels of education, with 44% 

having completed secondary school or higher, compared to 28% for the comparison group.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 6
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As shown in Figure 9, the majority of both intervention and comparison participants were òmarried 

or living together.ó  

 

Household Economic Stability 

 

In order to assess the economic stability of households in the study, ICRW measured:  

 

1) The value of the goods and money that households receive from various sources;5   

2) The value of their earnings; and 

3) Their expenditures and assets.  

 

Taken together, these three data points provide an overall picture of the householdsõ level of 

economic stability, which enabled ICRW to compare intervention and comparison households and 

assess changes in economic stability between the baseline and endline periods.  

 

Several of the data points below  demonstrate that the intervention households were slightly 

economically better off than the comparison households.  Intervention households received a 

slightly higher value of goods  and/or money (Figures 10-12), and a greater percentage of them 

were engaged in work (Figures 13-16). Among the households that were engaged in work, both 

the respondents and other household members within intervention households were more likely 

                                                 
5 In Kigeme camp, households receive goods and cash for goods from UNHCR, WFP, and other NGOs 

Figure 9
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to be engaged in higher -skilled work (e.g. camp administration)  than those in comparison 

households (Figures 17-20).  

 

One possible reason for this is the way that Inyenyeri recruited customers for the pilot project. 

Inyenyeri offered the opportunity to participate in the pellet stove initiative to a randomly selected 

group of households , after which the households decided whether to opt in. As the pellets cost 

money, it is likely that the households who opted in were those with the fi nancial ability to do so 

ð i.e. households that were slightly better off economically. However, while the intervention and 

comparison groups were at slightly different socio -economic levels, measuring changes within 

each group from baseline to endline and comparing them with each  other still helps to gauge 

what changes have resulted from use of Inyenyeri.  

 

 

Figure 10  
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As is clear from Figures 10 and 11, both intervention and comparison households received 

fuelwood, cash for food, and other goods, and a few households also received food at the endline. 

While the percentage of households reporting having  received goods and money slightly 

increased for intervention households and slightly decreased for comparison households between 

the baseline and endline, these changes were minimal and likely due to slight reporting errors as 

the percentage of houses receiving goods and money was the same at baseline and endline. The 

reported value of the cash received increased for both intervention and comparison households.  

 

¶ Intervention households were receiving an average of $53.51 (43,932 RWF) per month at 

baseline, compared to $58.32 (47,880 RWF) at the endline  

¶ Comparison households were receiving an average of $51.00 (41,867 RWF) at baseline, 

compared to $57.50 (47,208 RWF) at the endline 

 

These reported values reflect an actual change in the amount of cash distributed  by aid 

organizations to all households in h the camp, which increased between the baseline and endline 

surveys. At the baseline, households were receiving 6,300 RWF per person per month and at the 

endline they were receiving 7,000 RWF per person per month. The difference between this and 

the reported amounts among the intervention and comparison groups is due to the fact that there 

are different numbers of people per household and also slight errors in recall.  

 

Figure 12 shows the change in value of money received by intervention and comparison 

households from baseline to endline. While there are a few outliers that pull the averages, the 

range of responses is quite similar from baseline to endline among both intervention and 

comparison households.  The fact that the differences are so small supports the idea that  the 

overall economic situations of the comparison and intervention households were very 

comparable. 

 Figure 12  
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In terms of employment, more intervention households than comparison households were 

involved in some sort of work  at the baseline ð 32% compared to 14%, respectively ð as shown in 

Figures 13 and 14. The gap between the two groups decreased at the endline, with 36% of 

intervention households engaged in work versus 27% of comparison households. Since there were 

increases in both the percentage of intervention and compar ison households that work, it is 

unlikely that the Mimi Moto and fuel pellets  had a direct impact on household employment .   

 

   

Figures 15 and 16 show that among households that worked , in both groups  it was the survey 

respondent that most frequently worked for money, followed by the spouse, and then the 

daughter.6  

                                                 
6 Note: òOtheró refers to extended family, such as grandchildren, cousins, nieces and nephews, etc.  

Figure 13  
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As noted earlier, Figures 17-20 show that survey respondents and other household members in 

intervention households were engaged in more professional types of work, such as security, 

nursing, camp administration, and restaurant work. By contrast, respondents and household 

members in comparison households were engaged in less skilled jobs, such as selling food/goods, 

beer, and charcoal. This aligns with the previous observation that the intervention households 

seem to be slightly better off  economically relative to the comparison households, though still 

comparable. There also appears to be a slight difference in the types of jobs that comparison 

households engaged in at baseline (daily labor within and outside the camp) versus endline 

(selling food/goods, selling beer, and selling charcoal). ICRW was unable to determine the reason 

for this shift. It may be due to seasonal shifts, changes in the availability of jobs, or the fact that 
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