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providers and this also helped to create the confidence needed by farmers to sign up since 
the path to the market was made clearer.  

 

Indeed, the outcome assessment carried out by the project indicated at completion, 93% 
of the farmers felt satisfied with services available on the e-Granary, nonetheless, not all 

FOs nor members had received services from e-Granary neither did all farmers transact 
on the e-Granary platform regularly. Further, the outcome assessment did not provide 
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Table 1: Outreach disaggregated by country 

Year Gender Uganda Rwanda 

2019  

M 8,402 3,586 
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Lessons learned and implementation issues  

An important lesson learned from the design and implementation of the e-Granary project 

is that for an agribusiness start-up, you need to adopt a tailored approach across different 

countries and value chains. Uganda and Rwanda presented different business 
environments to Kenya where the e-Granary was first implemented and this precipitated 

change in the business model, while the technology model remained the same. It meant 
that the revenue model would need to be accustomed to the respective country since the 

level of agriculture development was not the same; the capacity of the actors and 

government policy in agriculture also varied.  

The e-Granary was designed as an integrated ‘end to end’ business model, to support 

delivery of services to farmers dealing in commodity value chains, by offering services 
such as 
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able to tailor services to address specific needs of commodity grain producers. For 
example, the delivery of e-
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also select clients carefully, and work with DFAs or ACEs which were already organized 
and had systems of extension.  

 
During implementation, several changes were made to the project design; dropping 

activities in Tanzania and lowering expectations in Rwanda. In hindsight, reducing the 
scope of the interventions more drastically might have produced better results in terms of 

the likelihood of sustainability of the investments; as would more strategic exploitation of 
e-Granary as a regional company, in addition to the country-specific aspects. Farmers 

interviewed during the outcome assessment, indicated that they are quite happy with the 

services received. However, these reports presented no evidence of real achievements in 
terms of yields or increased prices received. Field visits did validate that in a few cases, 

increased prices were received by farmers through bulking and off-taker arrangements, 
but it is not evident that this was sustained for more than one or two seasons.  

 
It was also noted that the COVID-19 pandemic clearly caused challenges for e-Granary 

and caused distortions to the market. For example, as a result of the Pandemic, travel 
restrictions and night curfews were imposed in Uganda and Rwanda which affected supply 

chains and operations of markets negatively. As a result of these COVID-19 related 

challenges, additional financing was obtained by the project team, however, the tangible 
impacts of this support was not yet to be quantified. Within EAFF and e-Granary, the 

relevant project structures have been put in place to engage with farmers, and from the 
operational side, the web platform provides the infrastructure for customer relation 

management; to handle payments; and in planning, forecasting and logistics.  

 

Monitoring and evaluation  
 

At design, it was agreed that operational monitoring would be coordinated by the EAFF 
Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E Officer), in close collaboration with the M&E focal points 

in each targeted country. Moreover, programmatic monitoring would be overseen by the 
EAFF Chief Executive Officer (CEO). It was envisioned that the e-Granary M&E System 

would be in line and compliant with the GAFSP M&E Manual. The design also recommended 
the project to procure M&E software in order to have a timely and efficient M&E system. 

The mission found that the project developed an M&E plan to guide M&E operations and 

data capturing was done through the use of standardized paper-based data capturing 
templates at the field level, which were then inputted in a Microsoft (MS Excel) 

sheet/report and shared with the EAFF M&E Officer. As planned in the Project Design 
Report (PDR), the project conducted a baseline and an end-line survey as planned. 

However, it is noted that the reports, and more specifically the end line outcome survey 
report had some notable gaps especially in granulation and with missing details of data 

collected. For example, some key performance log frame data for beneficiaries (treatment 
group) and non-beneficiaries (control group) were not collected such as crop yields per 

value chain per acre, increased income values; amongst others. Absence of these data 

may have rendered the report incomplete and it was not possible to attribute the changes 
in agricultural productivity derived from project interventions. 

 
M&E Sys
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End-line Survey. As part of winding up activities, e-Granary conducted an in-house end-
line survey in both countries. The aim of this survey was to capture data evidence on the 

progress of log frame outcome indicators. Specifically, these indicators were: (i) revenues 
of participating farmers increase by at least 40%, (ii) 20% increase in yields of targeted 

crops, (iii) Prices achieved by participants with a target of 30% greater than those of non-
participants, (iv) percentage of supported rural producers' organization members reporting 

new or improved services provided by their organization, (v) Value of forward/supply 
contracts executed between farmers, warehouse operators and off takers (vi) number of 

forward/supply contracts executed between farmers and service providers, (vii) Number 

of EAFF farmers applying for credit through platform and (viii) Volume of product delivered 
to aggregation centers sold as premium grade. It would be expected that one of the key 

objectives for the survey was to measure attribution between beneficiaries who received 
project interventions and those who did not receive support from the project. Even though, 

the project identified the control group at baseline and also surveyed them at end-line, 
the finding and analysis of both treatment and control group results were not conducted 

in the draft end-line survey report. This observation al
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