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Executive summary 

The midterm evaluation of IAP-II drew upon a desk review, web survey, and a range of stakeholder 
interviews (including a field visit to Cambodia) in order to assess the performance of the fund to date, 
and to make recommendations for improvements, both for the current round (to 2020) and for any 
future rounds of funding. 

The present phase of IAP has built upon the lessons from IAP-I, narrowing the fund’s focus to four 
countries and four sectors, and coupling grant finance with substantial non-financial support in the 
form of advisory and matchmaking services.  

A portfolio of 35 grantees was rapidly assembled in a single call in 2017, with most firms now being 
around three quarters of the way through their projects, most of which are around two years in 
duration. At the time of writing, the majority of firms had reached their first or second milestone, but 
relatively few were on-track to hit their later targets. However, this appears to be more indicative of 
overly-ambitious milestone setting than a cause for concern regarding the quality of the portfolio. 
Indeed, a number of grantees sampled for the present review showed great potential to deliver 
scalable, high-impact innovations in the coming years. 

Overall, IAP is well managed and delivered. The basic processes of a challenge fund – selection, 
management and monitoring of grantees – function well, reflecting the expertise of the team and 
the input acquired over two phases of implementation. One caveat is that milestone and reporting 
processes have been excessively bureaucratic to date, to the detriment of both grantees and IBOs. 
With that exception, there is a solid base on which our recommendations in this report can be built.  

A summary of the most important recommendations is as follows:  

• Narrowing the focus: Despite narrowing its focus since IAP-I, IAP-II includes multiple sectors, 
countries, business sizes, and stages of innovation, in addition to numerous cross-cutting 
themes. Further specialisation could serve to deliver economies of scale and avoid spreading 
IAP’s efforts too thinly: 

o Existing country teams and portfolios should be bolstered before expanding to new 
countries.  

o Cross-cutting themes should only be included if they can be meaningfully pursued by 
building in-house capacity to support firms in this respect. Targeting more than one 
cross-cutting theme may, in practice, be unrealistic. If one theme was to be 
prioritised, the current efforts on gender equity would be a clear candidate. Youth 
could be dropped as a theme without any great detriment to the fund. Caution 
should be exercised before choosing to enhance a focus on environment. The 
rationale for classing ICT as a cross-cutting theme is unclear. 

• Grant funding capped at €200,000 is best suited to early-stage innovations, rather than 
scaling proven innovations: Financing the scale-up of a proven innovation is less risky and 
has a higher chance of achieving impact at scale. However, such projects also tend to have 
significantly larger financing requirements than IAP’s €200k cap, and are also more likely to 
attract commercial debt or equity finance. IAP should focus where its additionality is 
greatest, particularly given the cap on grant size. 

• The current working relationship between Sida and SNV is a constructive one, but Sida 
should be aware of the need for clarity of roles and responsibilities up front: While Sida 
acted upon the recommendations of the IAP-I evaluation in reducing their day-to-day 
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involvement in the fund (Sida, 2014), their desire to be a ‘partner rather than a donor’ again 
led to a lack of clarity in the early days of the present phase. Sida should ensure clarity on 
roles and responsibility from the outset of any future rounds, and in the meantime continue 
to play a supporting role while maintaining a degree of distance for the sake of accountability.  

• IBOs should be given more support through the hiring of Assistant IBOs: IBOs have played 
a very demanding and at times overstretched role. The two-person team modelled in 
Ethiopia has worked well to alleviate the strain and improve the service provided to grantees. 

• Non-financial support in the form of advisory and matchmaking services should be flexible 
and tailored to individual firms’ needs at the discretion of the IBO: Flexible funds should be 
at the disposal of the IBO to deliver the services required to grantees at the appropriate time. 

• Appraisals of additionality in the application phase, as well as matchmaking services, 
would benefit from greater knowledge of, and embeddedness within, the local investment 
space in each country. Concept notes and due diligence documents featured limited analysis 
of alternative financing options at the application stage. Planned investor mapping exercises 
were not carried out. Matchmaking support has been relatively Europe-centric. Further 
embedding IAP in the local investment space could achieve greater value for money on 
multiple levels. 

• Milestones should be simpler given the duration of the projects, and additional time to 
reach higher-level milestones (at the outcome and impact level) should be granted to 
promising grantees during an extension phase. Many milestones were overly complex and 
specific, necessitating renegotiation of targets during the projects.  

• Milestone reporting and disbursements should switch to a results-based payment system. 
The recent adoption of random spot checks of expenditures above a certain threshold may 
help to reduce the administrative burden, but a results-based system is likely to be the most 
efficient option. 

• MLE systems should be better aligned with the interests and capacities of firms. Additional 
funds should be set aside for IAP to conduct impact assessments where firms are unlikely or 
unable to do so. IAP should prioritise grantees for measurement, based on financial or social 
success.  

• Reference to systemic change should be dropped from IAP’s objectives. The fund is too 
broadly spread to be able to achieve systemic change. The pursuit of systemic change was 
never designed into the fund, and so it should not be assessed against this objective. 

• Sustainability can only really be understood through follow-up work with past grantees. 
Funds should be put aside for such research, and follow-ups with IAP-I grantees conducted. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Objectives of the midterm review 

The objective of the MTR is to assess the extent to which IAP1 is on track to deliver against its intended 
goals, as set out in IAP’s TOR and inception report. As well as assessing what has been achieved to 
date, the MTR will seek to understand how and why these results have come about, and to provide 
recommendations for how IAP can strengthen its impact during the second half of implementation 
to 2020, as well as in potential future rounds of funding. 

The primary audience for the report is Sida, SNV, BoP Inc. and Inclusive Business Sweden (IBS). 
However, the report will also be shared with development partners and grantees, and a summary 
made available to the public. 

1.2 About IAP 

IAP-II was established by Sida in 2016, with a SEK 69.5 million (US$7.6 million) budget for the period 
2016-20. IAP-II is managed by SNV, in partnership with BoP Innovation Center and IBS. SNV are the 
consortium lead, taking responsibility on the overall programme/fund management, and the IB 
advisory and brokering work. IBS is the Swedish national centre for the advancement of inclusive 
business initiatives, and manage the Learning and Development work and the brokering work in 
Sweden. BoP Inc works to accelerate impactful entrepreneurship at the base of the pyramid in "basic 
needs" sectors food, water and energy. They support with technical assistance to grantees, and on 
monitoring and evaluation.  

The Fund is currently operating in Cambodia, Ethiopia, Uganda, and Zambia, across four sectors – 
agriculture, WASH, ICT and energy. 

The overarching objective of IAP, as set out in their inception report, is as follows: 

“The IAP is expected to create effective markets and systemic changes towards reducing 
poverty in line with the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) and to improve living conditions 
for the low-income population, with special focus on women and youth towards market 
inclusion and economic advancement.” (SNV 2016, p.7) 

In pursuit of this objective, IAP provides competitive grants to innovative inclusive businesses with 
the potential to deliver income increases, job creation, and/or greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
reductions. As well as issuing grants, IAP provides advisory and matchmaking services, seeking to 
build business capacity and connect businesses to new investors.  

More details of IAP’s strategy and intended results are mapped out in the Theory of Change in Section 
2. Key terms that are central to IAP’s work and the MTR are defined in Box 1, below. 

1.2.1 Lessons from IAP-I 

The current round of IAP builds on lessons learned from IAP-I, which ran as a pilot from 2011 to 2016 
and supported 66 projects with grants totalling €5.4m in 30 countries. The programme was managed 

 

1 The use of the acronym “IAP” throughout this report refers to the current round, IAP-II. 
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initially by PwC, before the project portfolio was handed over to Sida in 2014. An evaluation of IAP-I 
made the following recommendations for future rounds of IAP (Sida, 2014): 

• Narrow the fund’s focus to specific issues, markets and/or sectors, allowing the fund to 
leverage more specialised / local knowledge, and increase the possibility of generating 
systemic change through more targeted support. Integrating the fund within wider 
development programming could help to identify relevant challenges to tackle.  

• Work with locally based and international partners, including enterprise organisations, 
innovation hubs, universities, and government agencies who are already working to tackle 
market failures and promote innovative, inclusive business. 

• Develop a comprehensive results, monitoring and evaluation framework. IAP-I did not have 
a Theory of Change when it was conceived, and this lack of clarity made it hard to link the 
outputs to outcomes and results. The use of a globally recognised approach, such as the 
DCED Standard, was recommended. 

• Clarify roles between Sida and implementers: IAP-I experienced issues due to the division 
of labour between Sida and the implementer, leading to Sida being unduly involved in the 
day-to-day management of the programme, including responsibility for contracting and 
disbursement of loans. It was recommended that Sida take a more distanced, strategic role, 
rather than a day-to-day role in the fund management. 

The extent to which these recommendations have been acted upon is reviewed in the conclusions 
and recommendations section of the present review. 

1.2.2 Proposed extension to IAP-II 

In October 2018, SNV developed a proposal for an extension to IAP, allowing for a new round of 
grants and expansion to a fifth country, Bangladesh. The key changes in the proposed extension are 
set out below2, with feedback on each proposal provided in the conclusion. It should be noted that 
the feedback contained in this MTR refers to the original draft extension proposal, submitted to Sida 
in October 2018. A revised extension proposal was submitted to Sida on 7th June 2019, with two 
budget scenarios – one with the inclusion of Bangladesh as an additional program country and one 
without. The June 7th extension proposal also extended the period of performance through 
December 2023. 

• Approach and selection process:  

o Country selection: Bangladesh will be added to the current portfolio.  

o Company selection: To minimise risk, companies will need to have been operational 
for two years, and to have piloted the innovation. Environmental impact and team 
capability are explicitly added as an assessment criteria. 

o Tightly defined challenges: The second call will set out specific challenges to be 
addressed by grantees, such as ‘urban agriculture’ or ‘energy mini-grids’. ICT will not 

 

2 Given the large number of proposed changes, here we list only the strategic choices as opposed to operational 
changes.  
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be regarded as a standalone sector, but as a cross-cutting theme to consider in the 
selection of new WASH, energy, or agribusiness grantees. 

o Cross-cutting themes: More priority is given to cross-cutting themes such as the 
environment, innovation, gender, and poverty reduction.  

• Fund management and operations: 

o Operational improvements: These include a new online platform, simplified 
procedures, and a greater use of cash payments.  

• Advisory and MLE:  

o Advisory support: Advisory budget will be allocated as needed to support investees. 
It will be based on a clear needs assessment and advisory plan, involving local 
business development service (BDS) providers. There will be dedicated advisor 
support for gender inclusion.  

o Matchmaking: More resources will be made available for tailored matchmaking 
support to enable grantees to find investments.  

o Learning: Ex-post monitoring will capture in-depth impact results after IAP 
completion.  

• Planning and budget:  

o Extension: Programme extended until December 2021 (by sixteen months).  

o Resources: A 55.5 million SEK budget increase (78.6% on original budget) will pay for 
an additional call for proposals, increased resources for technical assistance, a mid-
term, final and ex-post evaluation, alongside more in-country administrative 
support.  

o Longevity: While not explicitly budgeted for, the proposal envisions a long-term 
funding facility using the IAP structures, with funding from the Swedish Embassy and 
other sources where possible.  

The findings and recommendations presented below are intended to inform decisions made relating 
to the proposed extension. We agree with many of the changes in the proposal, and reflect on areas 
of agreement and disagreement in the recommendations and conclusions section below.  

Box 1: Definitions3 

The following are key definitions that are central to the work of IAP II and the evaluability of the 
Fund: 

• Basic goods and services (BGAS) – “Net number of LIP (men/women/youth) gaining access 
to basic needs goods or services contributing to achieve the SDGs, where basic needs are 
defined based on the Multidimensional Poverty perspective by Sida and the United 
Nations. Basic needs products and services are those that ensure that LIP have equal rights 

 

3 Definitions taken from the IAP-II inception report, SNV (2017). Innovations Against Poverty Fund – Inception 

Report. 16th March 2017. 
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to economic resources, as well as access to basic services, ownership, and control over 
land and other forms of property, inheritance, natural resources, appropriate new 
technology, and financial services including microfinance (SDG 1.4)”4. 

• Inclusive business (IB) – “A strategic, innovative and commercially viable core business 
initiative which unlocks entrepreneurial opportunities for low income people to be 
engaged in the value chain as suppliers, employees, distributors, consumers or innovators” 
(SNV 2017, p11).  

• Innovation – Innovation can refer to either (a) product innovation (relating to features, 
functionalities and performances of product or service offerings) or (b) process innovation 
(relating to the way that products or services are made or delivered). Innovations can 
either be entirely novel, or pre-existing but new to the context in question (adapted from 
SNV 2017, p11). 

• Low income people (LIP) – People living below US$8 purchasing power parity (PPP) per 
day (SNV 2017, p9).  

• Responsible business – A firm that offers a combination of (a) decent labour conditions 
(fair remuneration, no child labour, non-discriminatory practices and safe working 
conditions), (b) compliance with environmental regulations and efforts to reduce waste 
and emissions, (c) compliance with tax regulations, and (d) compliance with ethics and 
anti-corruption legislation (adapted from SNV 2017, p12). 

• Youth – For the purpose of results disaggregation, ‘youth’ were originally considered to 
be anyone in the age range 15-24 years old. The range has been revised to 15-32 as of 
2018. 

  

 

4 Taken from IAP-II’s Internal data collection guidelines for IAP (March 2019).  
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2 Research design and methodology 

The following sections set out the overall approach taken to the research as well as the specific 
research questions addressed. 

2.1 Approach 

2.1.1 Theory of change 

The starting point for the evaluation was a clear understanding of the theory of change (TOC) – the 
logical flow of activities to desired outputs, outcomes and impacts within IAP. 

Figure 1: Theory of change 

 

 

The IAP inception report set out a TOC for the Fund, which has been adapted for the purposes of the 
evaluation in Figure 1. The reworked TOC in Figure 1 differs from the original only in that it breaks 
down the logic into a greater number of steps (particularly at the activity and impact levels), which 
makes it easier to understand and evaluate the logical flow and causal assumptions. The underlying 
logic remains intact. The original TOC is included in Annex 1 for reference. 

As well as the core fund management activities, IAP provides advisory and matchmaking services, 
working with consortium partners BoP Inc. and IBS, and seeking to build capacity of investees and 
connect them to additional investors. In addition, IAP’s learning framework seeks to provide evidence 
to be used both internally by the Fund management, as well as externally by other practitioners.  

2.2 Research questions 

Table 1 sets out the research questions (RQs) that formed the focus of the MTR, following the 
structure of the OECD-DAC criteria of relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability.  
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Table 1: Research questions 

1. Relevance - The extent to which IAP-II design and implementation is suited to its objectives 

(a) Appropriateness of fund design - Are the activities and outputs of the programme consistent 
with the overall goal and attainment of its objectives and desired impacts? How relevant to its 
goals are IAP II’s (a) investee selection criteria, (b) average grant size, (c) average project duration, 
and (d) portfolio balance in terms of geographic and sectoral focus, business size and level of 
innovation? 

(b) Additionality - To what extent can IAP II’s financial and technical support be considered to 
have been additional? 

2. Efficiency – The extent to which outputs have been delivered in a cost-efficient manner 

(a) Value for money – Have IAP-II’s activities been cost-efficient? Do the results (in terms of 
business and social impact) justify the budget (including private sector co-financing)? Were 
objectives achieved on time? Has the evaluation and selection method of the investees been 
efficient? Has the technical assistance been defined in a comprehensive and transparent manner 
and is it efficiently delivered? Is the management setup efficient considering multiple countries of 
implementation? 

(b) Monitoring, learning and evaluation (MLE) - Are the monitoring and reporting tools used 
suitable for efficient MLE? How could the system be improved?  

(c) Risk management - To what extent has risk mitigation management contributed to the 
efficiency of IAP implementation? 

3. Effectiveness – The extent to which IAP-II objectives have been achieved 

(a) Progress towards objectives – To what extent have IAP-II’s objectives been achieved (or are 
likely to be achieved)? What concrete results have been observed to date in terms of revenues, 
incomes, jobs, access to basic needs products, and reduced greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions?  

(b) Equity – Is IAP-II achieving its goals in terms of reaching low income people? How have women 
and youth in particular been affected? How can IAP-II’s beneficiaries be characterised? 

(c) Drivers of success and challenges faced – What are the major factors influencing the 
achievement or non-achievement of the objectives? How effective is the IAP-II governance 
structure (internal management, partners, sectors, geographic spread) at delivering outputs and 
outcomes? 

4. Wider impact – The broader changes arising as a result of IAP-II 

(a) Systemic change – Are there any signs of wider market systems improving as a result of IAP-II’s 
work? (i.e. replication and crowding in by other businesses, improved government policy, positive 
changes in investor sentiment / behaviours of financial service providers, strengthened ecosystem 
of inclusive business support services). 

5. Sustainability – The likelihood of benefits continuing after IAP-II support is withdrawn 

To what extent are systems in place such that the benefits of IAP-II are likely to continue after 
donor funding is ceased? What are important elements to take into account in order to achieve 
sustainability? 
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2.3 Sources of evidence 

The evaluation draws on three broad sources of evidence - a desk-based literature review, primary 
data collection through stakeholder interviews (including a field visit to Cambodia), and an online 
survey. This report integrates the information collected from these different sources to address the 
research questions.  

2.3.1 Literature review 

The literature review included documents from both IAP and other sources. From IAP, we received a 
wide range of documents related to the fund design, policies, reporting, and grantees. From other 
sources, we searched online, used knowledge platforms such as the Donor Committee for Enterprise 
Development (DCED), and drew from our existing knowledge to gather previous research and 
evaluations on challenge funds.  

2.3.2 Primary research 

Primary research was conducted with IAP management, Sida, grantees, and other stakeholders. Table 
2, below, shows the number of interviewees:  

Table 2: Interviewees disaggregated by category and country 

 Global Ethiopia Uganda Zambia Cambodia 

IAP team 5 2 1 1 4 

Grantees 0 7 2 4 8 

Other 4 0 1 0 0 

We interviewed all members of IAP global and country management. This included consortium 
partners, SNV staff, and IBOs. We also spoke with representatives from Sida. Interviews were carried 
out either on Skype or in-person (in Cambodia), using a semi-structured questionnaire based on the 
research questions.  

We also conducted interviews with 11 grantees of the IAP fund. They were chosen from a portfolio 
of 35 investments across four countries, through the following steps.  

1. Non-performing investees who have already withdrawn from IAP support were removed; 
2. Investees making limited progress to date (having progressed no further than milestone one 

of five) were removed; 
3. Fifteen firms were left after steps (1) and (2). Of these, ten were selected in order to give a 

representative balance of (a) country, (b) sector, (c) business size (micro, small, medium, 
large), (d) innovation level at application (concept, pilot, implementation, scale-up), and (e) 
whether the innovation was the sole business of the firm in question or just one among 
multiple business lines.  

Three of the grantee interviews were carried out in-person by the team leader during a field visit to 
Cambodia. The Cambodia visit involved six days in-country, including a mix of interviews at head 
offices in Phnom Penh and field visits to project sites. 

The remainder of the interviews were carried out either by the core team members of this evaluation 
by Skype, or by local research assistants in Ethiopia and Uganda. They were conducted using a semi-
structured interview guide.  
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Finally, a structured survey was sent through Google Forms to all 28 companies who still had their 
grant ongoing, to gather data on satisfaction with the process. 23 of the companies responded. This 
enabled us to get information from all responsive active grantees.  

Figure 2: IAP stakeholders 

 

2.4 Limitations 

There are three relevant limitations of this review:  

• Business stages. The businesses were mostly in a relatively early stage of implementation, with 
few having gained significant numbers of customers or suppliers. This limited the impact to date, 
and so our ability to assess higher levels of the results chain.  

• Short time-frame. This limitation is a feature of any similar review but exacerbated by the global 
nature of IAP’s investments. We did not have the time to speak to every company, nor to utilise 
longitudinal or more in-depth assessment methodologies. Moreover, we did not speak to 
beneficiaries of the fund. We mitigated this risk by using research assistants in Ethiopia and 
Uganda, who were able to provide local knowledge and speed up the research process. We also 
spoke with a broad range of stakeholders and added an online survey to increase our reach.  

• Sample selection. We chose the biggest and most advanced companies to interview and did not 
speak to any grants which had been closed for non-performance. This creates a positive bias in 
our feedback, compared to the complete portfolio of grants. This decision was made because 
challenge funds typically achieve most of their impact from a small number of grantees and 
speaking to these more successful grantees was more likely to provide an insight into the 
processes and eventual impact of the fund.  
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3 Relevance 

Are the activities and outputs of the programme consistent with the overall goal and attainment 
of its objectives and desired impacts? 

3.1 Fund design and objectives 

3.1.1 Defining the challenge 

IAP’s defined challenge is very broad, taking a multi-dimensional view of poverty at the global 
level, and encapsulating multiple cross-cutting themes. The challenge in the IAP-II inception report 
is defined as follows: 

“IAP is expected to create effective markets and systemic changes towards reducing poverty in 
line with the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) and to improve living conditions for the low-
income population, with special focus on women and youth towards market inclusion and 
economic advancement.” (SNV 2016, p.7) 

The various elements of the stated challenge, and the degree to which the fund is equipped to 
address them, are explored in the following sections. 

3.1.2 Country and sector choice 

IAP-II has benefited from narrowing its focus compared to IAP-I, selecting countries and sectors 
where significant numbers of LIP can be reached through innovative inclusive business models. 
Following the lessons learned from IAP-I, IAP-II has concentrated its efforts on a limited number of 
countries and sectors; agriculture, energy, WASH and ICT in Cambodia, Ethiopia, Uganda and Zambia 
(Figure 3). The four countries combine large potential beneficiary populations falling under IAP’s 
target poverty line with enabling environments that are reasonably conducive to innovative, inclusive 
business. 

However, the fund remains somewhat thinly spread, limiting opportunities for scale economies, 
knowledge sharing, and targeted non-financial support. Splitting an original portfolio of 35 grants 
totalling €4.4 million across four countries and four sectors leaves limited potential for economies of 
scale. Each country office now manages an average active portfolio of just under €1 million. The IBOs 
in each of these offices need to understand relevant issues while sometimes only managing a single 
project in each sector.  

It is likely that greater value for money could be obtained by growing these portfolios and achieving 
greater scale economies in terms of in-house expertise, cross-project knowledge sharing, and non-
financial support. For example, the more projects that an IBO manages in any given sector, the more 
feasible it becomes to develop a network of technical experts and investors relevant to that specific 
sector. However, in a small and disparate portfolio (such as the current IAP Zambia portfolio, with 
one grantee in each of ICT, energy and WASH, and two in agriculture), there is little rationale for 
developing such depth of expertise and supporting services.  
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Figure 3: Portfolio by country 

 

Agriculture and energy investments make up the vast majority of the portfolio, with WASH and ICT 
comprising only around half a million Euros each globally (Figure 4). Each of Zambia, Cambodia and 
Uganda currently has only a single active WASH and ICT project. Deepening IAP’s engagement in its 
target sectors so as to have multiple grants per sector per country should help to generate more of 
the synergistic benefits described above. 

ICT adds little value as a separate sector or cross-cutting theme. As highlighted in IPE Triple Line 
(2018, p45), a challenge fund needs a “well-defined development challenge”. ICT does not meet this 
criterion as it is a facilitator to other sectors, rather than one through which LIP are impacted directly. 
IAP have recognised this in the extension proposal, suggesting that, in future, ICT “will be seen as a 
cross-cutting enabler and operating as a smart mean of reaching the LIP efficiently through the other 
three sectors.” (IAP, 2018, P6). However, keeping ICT as a separate cross-cutting theme arguably adds 
complexity without any obvious gains. Where ICT contributes to a business model in WASH, 
agriculture or energy, then this can be recognised and funded through IAP’s normal focus on 
innovation, with no need for particular priority to be given to it.  

Expanding IAP into another Asian country would address Sida’s preference for IAP to be a global 
fund. However, expansion to new countries should only be considered if sufficient time and 
resources can be committed to ensure that value for money is achieved across the portfolio. At 
present, there appears to be scope to achieve greater scale economies in the existing four countries 
through expanding their portfolios and bolstering the country teams. Dedicating the necessary 
resources to achieving this should be prioritised over expansion to new countries in the immediate 
future. However, if an extension phase contains sufficient time and resource, it may be possible to 
do both. 
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Figure 4: Portfolio by sector 

 

Recommendation: For target sectors, growing the portfolio in each country should lead to greater 
economies of scale and synergies across grantees. IAP should prioritise delivering scale economies in 
existing countries before broadening to enter new countries. If sufficient time and resources were 
available, however, expansion into an additional Asian country would be a natural choice in light of 
Sida’s global ambitions for IAP.  

Recommendation: Unless a clear rationale can be demonstrated for the centrality of ICT in achieving 
IAP’s higher level objectives, it should not be included as a further level of complexity. 

3.1.3 Project duration 

While the current phase had a four-year duration (September 2016 – August 2020), the time 
required for fund mobilisation, launch, and grantee contracting meant that individual grantee 
projects have averaged around two years in length. The start-up and portfolio generation time was 
reasonable, and in accordance with the original workplan. However, a greater degree of pragmatism 
may have been required in estimating what grantees would be able to achieve within a two-year 
timeframe (see Section 5, below). Extensions for the more promising projects would be welcomed. 

3.1.4 Grant size 

The average grant size in the active portfolio is €129,000. IAP grants are limited by the EU’s de 
minimis regulation, which stipulates that public subsidy awarded to private firms of less than 
€200,000 in any three-year period need not be considered ‘state aid’, and therefore avoids the 
additional administrative burden associated with such a classification5. The application of the de 
minimis regulation is stipulated by the Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs and cannot be lifted by 
Sida.  

 

5 An explanation of the de minimis rule is available at https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/TXT/?uri=LEGISSUM%3Al26121. 
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While relatively low for a challenge fund6, the grant size is an appropriate fit for early-stage 
innovations, especially given the timescale involved. While some firms naturally voiced an interest 
in larger grants, many businesses interviewed were happy with the amount of funding awarded and 
would, in fact, struggle to absorb more within the timeframe.  

“As a small start-up, we had no need for a larger grant. The requirement to provide at least 
50% match-funding meant that we would not have been able to take on anything greater – we 
didn’t have the capital to match it at the time. However, the piloting work carried out under 
IAP has now opened doors to larger-scale finance and commercial investors.” (Grantee) 

 “The grant has been sufficient for our needs in running the pilot. Once we can demonstrate 
feasibility, we will seek additional finance to take the project to scale.” (Grantee) 

Small grants for early-stage innovation can plug important financing gaps for large firms as well as 
SMEs. The targeted grant funding provided by IAP has helped to nudge a number of large firms into 
more inclusive and innovative practices that would likely not have happened without IAP support. 
While large firms may in general be better equipped to access private finance, targeted grants to 
fund specific innovation projects can still be a useful tool to promote behavioural change. 

Firms (of any size) seeking to take an innovation to scale may have significantly greater financing 
requirements than the €200k cap – but grant funding beyond this point is unlikely to represent 
good value for money. Scaling of successful innovations to broader markets can require budgets 
ranging into the millions of Euros, which is beyond the scope of IAP’s capped support. At the same 
time, as innovations become proven and market-ready, debt and equity finance should become 
increasingly feasible options as the risk involved is significantly lower. From a donor/financier 
perspective, debt and equity finance represent greater value for money due to the returns that can 
be achieved (in contrast to grants). Section 3.1.5 below provides further discussion on the 
appropriateness of various financial instruments for innovative businesses.  

Providing small grants for early-stage innovation limits the likelihood of seeing impact at scale 
during the project lifetime. In order to understand the impact of early stage grant financing, more 
efforts are required to follow up with grantees in later years (see Section 7, below). 

3.1.5 Type of business and project supported 

IAP supports a diverse range of innovative projects and business types, from micro start-ups at the 
concept stage, to large businesses scaling up proven projects.  The distribution of the active portfolio 
at present is depicted in Figure 5. The portfolio features a wide variety of firms from micro to large, 
operating at a variety of stages of innovation, from concept to scale-up. There is a roughly even split 
between firms for whom their IAP project represents their entire business, versus firms for whom 
the IAP project is a single business line within their broader operations. 

Including a handful of large businesses in the portfolio helps to hedge against the risk of high SME 
failure rates, while also increasing the likelihood of large-scale impact and systemic change. While 
SMEs are traditionally seen as the more disruptive drivers of innovation, large firms can also be 
nudged into more innovative, inclusive practices using targeted grant finance. In the case of the 

 

6 See, for example, the funds listed on https://www.enterprise-development.org/implementing-psd/private-
sector-engagement/mapping/. Illustrative examples are AECF (granting US $100,000 to US$ 1.5 million), 
Compete Caribbean (USD $100,000 to $500,000) and FoodTrade (£450,000 to just under £1 million).  

https://www.enterprise-development.org/implementing-psd/private-sector-engagement/mapping/
https://www.enterprise-development.org/implementing-psd/private-sector-engagement/mapping/
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latter, a greater degree of professionalism and institutional strength tends to reduce risk and increase 
the likelihood of large-scale impacts. However, large firms do create more challenges for assessing 
additionality, since they tend to be better equipped to access commercial finance. 

Figure 5: Type of business and project supported 

 

However, the diversity of business and project types creates further challenges for fund 
management and again limits the possibility for specialisation and scale economies. As well as the 
diversity of countries and sectors detailed above, the wide variety in the nature of projects and firms 
supported adds further variation in the nature of challenges faced and support required. Large 
businesses face very different challenges to small start-ups, just as piloting an innovation involves 
significantly different requirements to taking a model to scale.  

In order to further specialise, IAP are proposing to focus more on the implementation and scale-
up phases. The key motivation for this was cited as a combination of (1) the degree of “hand-holding” 
required on basic business practices with inexperienced start-ups, and (2) the slow pace of progress 
in achieving results. 

“Small start-ups require too much hand-holding – at a certain level, your efforts are going 
toward building basic business capacity (such as business plan writing or accounting) rather 
than directly supporting the innovation itself. It takes a long time to get anything done” (IAP 
staff) 

However, for the reasons outlined in the previous section, the limited IAP grant size is not well-
suited to scale-up of business models. Businesses taking projects to scale typically have financing 
requirements beyond the €200k cap of IAP, while grant instruments represent questionable value for 
money beyond the early stages of high-risk innovation. As noted in the IAP-I evaluation, while “there 
may be a temptation to fund less risky projects” in order to achieve scale and impact, IAP’s “focus on 
early phases of entrepreneurship is appropriate” (Sida 2014, p20).  

Recent work conducted by Comic Relief (Figure 13) sets out guidelines on appropriate funding 
instruments and amounts at different stages of innovation. Under this framework, grants feature 
only up to the £500k (€564k) level, covering idea generation and proof of concept. At the point of 
scaling proven innovations, with financing requirements from £250k to over £1 million, it is noted 
that equity and debt finance may be more appropriate. Where capacity building for enterprise or 
market development is required, additional grant finance may be justified. Additional evidence on 
this topic is provided in Annex 3.  
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Figure 6: Social investment capital landscape7 

 

Recommendation: IAP should continue to focus on grants to innovation projects from the concept 
stage to preparation for scale. Grants of this size – and indeed grants in general – are arguably not 
appropriate for the financing of projects that are going to scale. It should be noted that this is not 
incompatible with IAP’s ambition to narrow the focus to more mature firms who require less ‘hand-
holding’. So long as a case can be made for the appropriateness and additionality of the funds in 
driving innovation and inclusivity, there should still be scope to narrow the focus regarding firm type 
and innovation stage, by, e.g., ruling out certain very early-stage start-ups.  

3.2 Organisation structure and management 

3.2.1 Consortium 

IAP operates as a consortium. The current IAP round, managed by SNV, has received support from 
partners IBS (on MLE and matchmaking) and BoP Inc. (on advisory services), with Sida also playing a 
close collaborating role.  

As per the recommendations of the IAP-I evaluation (Sida, 2014), Sida have not been as involved 
in the day-to-day operation of the fund under IAP-II. While their desire to act as a ‘partner’ rather 
than a ‘donor’ created some uncertainty as to roles and responsibilities at the start of IAP-II, this has 
not had any particularly detrimental effect on the overall project, and a conducive working 
relationship has been developed. As an example, Sida’s technical support on issues around gender 
mainstreaming has been welcomed by the Fund managers. 

While it has not been an issue to date, the ‘donor-as-partner’ role does have the potential to blur 
the lines of accountability and create conflicts of interest. Clear separation of responsibilities and 

 

7 Comic Relief (2012). 
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distance between donors and contractors can serve to ensure transparency and accountability. 
Becoming significantly involved in day-to-day decision making and fund management can reduce a 
donor’s independence and critical view of implementation.  

Recommendation: Sida to continue its role as a pro-active partner to whom the contractor can turn 
for support, while maintaining sufficient independence to ensure transparency and accountability.  

3.2.2 Team structure 

IAP operates with a lean management structure, the focal point being the Inclusive Business 
Officers (IBOs) in each country. IBOs have a range of responsibilities pertaining to portfolio 
development, grant management and administration, technical advisory and matchmaking support 
to firms, monitoring and evaluation, and reporting.  

A highly diverse portfolio means that the IBOs need to have access to expertise in a wide range of 
areas – including the specific challenges of different sectors, business types, and innovation stages, 
as well as cross-cutting issues such as gender, youth, and environmental impact. When working 
with grantees, the IBOs need to have a good grasp of business and development issues with the 
ability to call on deeper expertise when needed.  

Interviews with IBOs and other staff revealed this to be a highly demanding position, with IBOs 
being overstretched at times, particularly during the launch of the fund. One of our interviewees 
described the experience of being “overwhelmed” because “I was helping companies apply, reaching 
out to new applicants, screening applications online, and had to do due diligence at the same time.” 
Nevertheless, it appears that the team has worked well together with strong support from the Fund 
Manager and other senior staff and partners, and grantees have been very positive about their 
relationship with the IBOs (Figure 6Error! Reference source not found., Panel (e)). IBOs were also 
positive about the support they received and the open and frequent communication within IAP.   

“The IBOs were set up for an impossible job – there’s only so much they can do. They are 
swamped by portfolio admin.” - IAP staff 

“It’s a very busy and challenging job, but I really appreciate the support from colleagues 
through our monthly calls” – IBO 
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Figure 7: Investee web survey results 

 

Using an ‘assistant IBO’ in Ethiopia has worked well. The main IBO is supported by a junior advisor, 
who works primarily on fund administration. This appears to have worked well, providing more time 
for the IBO to concentrate on relationships and advice for grantees. Providing some further 
administrative support to the country teams would alleviate the pressure on IBOs and lead to more 
effective fund management. 

The relatively small grant sizes and country portfolios described above mean that transaction costs 
are already high. However, growing the portfolio in each country should generate scale economies 
and justify the expansion of country teams. A larger in-country team will be justified if country 
portfolios continue to grow. This option is likely to represent greater value for money than expanding 
to new countries and the additional overhead costs associated with this.  

Recommendation: Increase the in-country team size with at least one ‘Assistant IBO’ to lead on grant 
management and administration, freeing up more IBO time to focus on advisory and matchmaking 
services. Growing the existing country portfolios will serve to justify the increased overheads.  
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3.2.3 Programme management unit location 

So long as IAP wishes to maintain a presence in Asia, there is no clear value for money proposition 
in favour of relocating the programme management unit (PMU) away from Cambodia. An Africa-
focused fund would overall represent better value for money than the current setup of a 
predominantly (East) African fund with a single Asian country included. However, since Sida intends 
to maintain a global focus, and to potentially add a second Asian country, there is no clear case for 
relocation.  

Points in favour of relocation to one of the African countries: 

• Recruiting a new Fund Manager later in 2019 may provide an opportunity to recruit an 
individual with broad East African regional experience. In-depth knowledge of the regional 
investment space could potentially bring synergistic benefits to three of the four existing 
portfolio countries.  

• If IAP could operate out of existing SNV offices in the other countries as it does in Cambodia, 
the costs of relocating should be relatively low. 

• The PMU is relatively small, with its main component being the fund manager. This is not a 
sizeable team to relocate / recruit, and a new fund manager is in the process being recruited 
anyway, presenting an opportunity to relocate with relatively little cost or disruption. 

Points against relocation: 

• The Fund Manager would be required to travel between all four countries regardless, leading 
to comparable travel cost and carbon footprint.  

• If IAP is not able to operate out of existing SNV offices (as it does in Phnom Penh), there may 
be significant overheads involved in relocating. 

• If either a short extension (<2 years) or no extension is granted, there may be relatively little 
time to reap the benefits of relocating.  

• Time and resources would need to be invested in re-hiring and training PMU support staff in 
a new location, while human resources developed in Cambodia would be lost.  

• An African PMU could further increase the African focus of the Fund and leave Cambodia 
somewhat isolated. 

• Future growth of the fund would ideally see increased autonomy and decentralisation to 
country offices, reducing the relevance of PMU location to day-to-day operations.  

Recommendation: On balance, the MTR did not identify a strong VFM argument either way in 
considering a relocation of the PMU. However, the recruitment exercise for the new fund manager 
should be open to any of the portfolio countries, and should be given significant weight in the choice 
of future PMU location. This point aside, the disruption of relocating is unlikely to be worthwhile in 
the event of a short (or no) extension.  

3.3 Additionality 

To what extent can IAP II’s financial and technical support be considered to have been additional? 
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Additionality appears to be relatively high across the portfolio, although more could be done to 
sharpen the focus on additionality during the selection phase. At present, additionality is one of 
eight selection criteria, weighted at 10%. At the concept note phase, firms are asked “why [they] 
need financial support from IAP”, the wording of which leaves space for the additionality issue to be 
largely evaded – many firms simply restate what they will use the money for, rather than providing 
an assessment of the financing options available to them. Due diligence reports and investment panel 
scorings provide relatively light-touch analysis of additionality, tending to state that without IAP 
funding, firms would encounter delays as they sought funding elsewhere. Again, any analysis of 
alternative funding options tends to be lacking. 

IAP knowledge of the local financial markets and investment space in its target countries appears 
relatively weak, limiting their ability to appraise the alternative financing options faced by 
applicants. A proposed country-by-country scan of investors was never carried out, and documents 
relating to the application phase contain little discussion of alternative financing options faced by 
applicants. This makes it difficult to assess the extent to which IAP grants may be considered 
additional. 

Whilst the aforementioned tools and processes are relatively weak, it appears that IAP 
management have broadly made sound decisions relating to additionality during the current 
round. Few examples of ‘donor darlings’ were encountered (companies with a strong degree of 
donor dependency at the heart of their business models), most firms interviewed presented a 
relatively strong additionality case, and examples were given of applicants that were turned down 
due to a lack of additionality. 

Recommendation: While it seems that good judgement was used in selecting grantees for 
additionality, the concept should be more explicitly documented during the application process. 
Concept notes could ask firms to specify what alternative funding sources are available to them 
(rather than ‘why they need’ IAP funding), and/or what other funding sources (particularly donor 
funding) they have drawn upon in recent years. The due diligence process should seek to verify this 
information.  

Recommendation: More could be done to strengthen IAP country office, and specifically IBO, 
knowledge of local financial markets and alternative funding opportunities faced by applicants. The 
SNV inception report proposed an investor mapping exercise in each country which was never carried 
out. Matchmaking efforts have largely focused on European/international investors. Application 
documents offer limited analysis of alternative financing options, and as such struggle to present a 
firm grasp of the level of additionality. This said, it is noted that such practices would be considered 
the ‘gold standard’ for a challenge fund and are often not applied due to resource limitations. 
However, as IAP becomes more established in its target countries, a deeper understanding of local 
financial markets and opportunities is likely to evolve. 
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4 Efficiency 

Have IAP-II’s activities been cost-efficient? Do the results (in terms of business and social impact) 
justify the budget (including private sector co-financing)? Were objectives achieved on time? Has 
the evaluation and selection method of the investees been efficient? Has the technical assistance 
been defined in a comprehensive and transparent manner and is it efficiently delivered? Is the 
management setup efficient considering multiple countries of implementation? 

4.1 Progress against workplan and budget 

4.1.1 Workplan 

An intensive start-up phase saw mobilisation of a substantial portfolio within a year, but most firms 
have now fallen behind schedule on their milestones. Figure 8 shows the progress made to date 
compared to the original workplan. Mobilisation, launch, pipeline development and contracting all 
took place broadly according to schedule during 2017, with all but two firms contracted by the end 
of the year.  

While all firms have individually tailored milestones in their contracts, the average due date for 
milestones one to four respectively were February 2018 (M1), July 2018 (M2), March 2019 (M3) and 
September 2019 (M4). Almost all firms completed the first milestone, albeit with an average delay of 
around a month.  

Figure 8: Progress against workplan 

 

However, almost a year after the average due date for M2, only half of the portfolio have cleared this 
hurdle, while just five firms have delivered M3. No firms have yet completed M4, which for most 
firms is due later in 2019. 

Many of the later milestones have been set at ambitious levels, and a significant number of firms 
are likely to struggle to fully deliver against them in the time remaining. For many firms, M3 and 
M4 target the scaling of innovations and significant results at the impact level (jobs, incomes, 
emissions reduction, and BGAS access). Within the two-year timeframe that most firms faced, it is 
understandably challenging to take innovations to scale, particularly for those starting at the concept 
or pilot stage of an innovation. 

Recommendation: Use the proposed extension phase to give the current round of grantees more time 
to reach higher milestones. 
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4.1.2 Budget 

Around half of the IAP budget is committed in grants, with the remainder spent on management 
and technical assistance. The IAP budget is broken down in Figure 98. Management costs account for 
just 20% of the fund, although a significant proportion of IAP management time is classified under 
technical assistance, due to the relatively intensive day-to-day supporting roles played on technical 
issues.  

Figure 9: IAP II Budget 

 

IAP’s transaction costs are relatively high due to a thinly spread portfolio and intensive receipt-
based payment system. IAP’s relatively small grants (averaging just €129,000 per firm) and 
geographic spread across four countries (averaging less than €1 million in grants per country) leads 
to high transaction costs, particularly when compared to a single country fund. This is because 
management costs per grant are roughly similar regardless of grant size, as small grants still need 
technical and financial monitoring. Moreover, each country office incurs set-up and running costs 
such as recruitment, office rent, and other overheads. Finally, receipt-based payments lead to higher 
administrative costs – greater value for money could be achieved by switching to a results-based 
payment system. 

Note that higher transaction costs do not necessarily mean less value for money – it may be the 
case that more targeted (and expensive) grant financing is ultimately more effective at promoting 
inclusive, innovative business. A full cost effectiveness analysis in comparison with other funds is 
beyond the scope of this review. 

 

8 The budget is taken from IAP 2018 Annual Report and is made up of actual expenditure for 2016-18 and 
forecasts for 2019-20. 

0

500,000

1,000,000

1,500,000

2,000,000

2,500,000

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Management TA Grants

(a) TOTAL

EU
R

ForecastActual

33%

58% 62%

25%

63%
46% 28% 23% 37%

38%16%14%21%
37%

48%

32%

GRANTS

MANAGEMENT1

TECHNICAL 

ASSISTANCE2

(b) ANNUAL
2016-18 actuals plus 2019-20 forecast

1 Includes management, indirect costs, and contingency costs 
2 Includes technical assistance and SNV contribution (toolkits) 

€3.6m

€2.3m

20%

€1.5m

€7.4m

TOTAL



 

27 

IAP has invested significant amounts in technical assistance, from in-depth training from BoP Inc., 
to day-to-day support from IBOs, to training of local BDS providers and matchmaking services. It 
may be possible to extract greater value for money or streamline the overall advisory offering (see 
Section 4.3.1 on advisory services, below).  

Recommendation: Transaction costs could be reduced by moving from receipt-based to results-based 
payments, and by growing the country portfolios in order to achieve greater scale economies. 

4.2 Portfolio generation and grant management 

4.2.1 Fund launch and portfolio generation 

Opting for one intensive call instead of multiple rolling calls enabled a full portfolio of investments 
to be mobilised quickly – but was a strain on capacity at the time. Whilst multiple calls may have 
allowed for learning and adaptation in the selection process, the approach taken allowed the small 
IAP team to move into dedicated portfolio management relatively quickly. IAP staff, and particularly 
the IBOs, struggled with the intense workload at the time, as IBOs working simultaneously on 
marketing, pipeline development, contracting and grant management. However, it is likely that 
running multiple rounds of calls would have been a greater resource strain in the long-run. 

A combination of ‘top-down’ and ‘bottom-up’ marketing attracted a large number of high-quality 
applications. IAP marketing involved ‘top-down’ public advertising combined with intensive ‘bottom-
up’ networking, including roadshows and presentations at chambers of commerce and other industry 
bodies. Over a thousand concept notes were received, and around a hundred were progressed to the 
second phase of business plan development and due diligence. Many IAP staff noted a greater 
quantity and quality of applicants that had been expected. 

The quantity and quality of applicants is due to the relevance of IAP and the work of the IBOs. A 
comparison between the IAP-I and IAP-II applications shows how an in-country team can boost the 
number and type of applicants. In IAP-I, far fewer applications were received per round. “Applications 
numbered more than 150 in the first cycle and oscillated between 210 and 240 in the other four 
cycles” (SIDA 2014). The increase in IAP-II shows the continued relevance of the grant size, alongside 
the effectiveness of the IBOs in raising awareness in-country and reaching out to potential applicants.  

The number of applicants suggests potential for growth in the existing set of countries. Increasing 
the portfolio size in the existing countries would help to bring transaction costs down and achieve 
greater economies of scale. The response to the call in 2017 is indicative of potential to grow the 
portfolio in its current locations.     

The number of applicants may have been limited by the requirement to apply in English. This is 
likely to have been most restrictive in Cambodia and Ethiopia. As well as limiting numbers, it also 
restricted the type of businesses who applied. For example, in Ethiopia we were told that grantees 
were disproportionately foreign or diaspora-owned, since locally owned grantees who were 
otherwise suitable were unable to clearly express their idea in English. However, allowing 
applications in other languages where English proficiency is low would inevitably lead to a 
requirement to conduct all aspects of IAP’s work in multiple languages (i.e. day-to-day grant 
management, reporting, and advisory and matchmaking services would all require the flexibility to 
be conducted in local languages).  

The evaluation criteria used were broadly suitable for IAP’s objectives, although cross-cutting 
themes of gender and youth lacked prominence. While gender and youth are stated as key themes 
for IAP, and grantees are required to disaggregate results accordingly in order to complete 
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milestones, relatively little prominence was given to these themes in the evaluation of applicants. 
Applicants were required to set out their potential impact on women and youth at the concept note 
stage, and these factors were considered within the ‘social impact’ criteria of the investment panel.  
However, the relatively light-touch approach allows firms to be selected who do not have specific 
youth or gender missions at the heart of their business models – the criteria serve more to ensure 
that these groups are not likely to be excluded.  

Recommendation: An additional in-country staff member (i.e. an Assistant IBO per country) could 
help to alleviate the burden of work during pipeline development and could enable ongoing portfolio 
development with multiple calls. 

4.2.2 Milestone design and management 

Greater pragmatism is required in anticipating what a two-year project is likely to achieve. By the 
time IAP was established and the portfolio contracted, most firms had less than two years to deliver 
against their milestones (the average time between a firm’s expected first and last milestone date is 
601 days). While milestones one and two tend to focus on inputs and outputs within the close control 
of the grantee, later milestones turned toward visions of scaling in the wider market, and delivering 
impacts such as job creation, income increases and emissions reductions to large numbers of people. 
In many cases, the targeted results in later milestones appear somewhat ambitious, and will likely 
take more time to materialise (see section 5 below, on Effectiveness). 

Milestones are often overly complicated and specific, leading to inevitable re-negotiations – 
although IAP flexibility has been praised by the grantees in this respect. Many milestones are 
complex, including multiple targets which are in turn disaggregated by cross-cutting themes of 
gender and youth, and highly specific in nature. They are often not well-aligned with the interests 
(and data collection efforts) of firms and have often required re-negotiating when firms have failed 
to meet them. Grantees have spoken highly about IAP’s flexibility in this respect (Figure 6, Panel (d)). 
For example, one grantee told us that “We were initially too ambitious when getting the fund, as we 
didn’t have budgeting skills. So we had to shift the budget. IAP were very flexible … Without flexibility 
from IAP, we couldn’t have been successful.” Flexibility is good, but time and resources could have 
been saved if milestones had been less prescriptive in the first place and re-negotiations avoided 
entirely.  

Table 3: Examples of potential improvements to milestones 

Examples of complex milestones Comments Company 

3 distribution partners have 
electrified 1,000 off grid areas 
households (or 4,500 people of 
which 50% women and 50% youth) 
together with Okra by 10 Mar 
2019. 

The household target is appropriate, but 
adding the household sizes, gender and youth 
disaggregation makes this a complex 
measurement challenge.  

Okra 

Competitors replicate the model 
and technology in their business to 
reach more off-grid households by 
30 July 2019 

Systemic change is an important objective but 
far outside the company control (and 
challenging to measure), so not suitable for a 
milestone.  

Okra 

6 site operators recruited and 
trained (90% female youths and 
10% male youths). 

This requires 0.6 operators to be male. Live 
Clean 
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20 smallholder hectares planted 
reaching 30 small scale farmers 
and their families (60% of women 
and youth) + 60 cow farmers that 
get increased income for them and 
their family by delivering 
qualitative milk at fair trade prices 

This milestone includes five different 
quantitative requirements, alongside a hard-
to-define indicator (‘fair trade prices’) 

SANO 

Milestone reporting requirements are excessive, placing significant administrative burdens on 
both investees and IAP management. IAP require receipt-based reporting against each milestone. 
Every milestone is associated with a set of evidence documents. Moreover, until recently, every 
individual expense has required a receipt, with expenses above a certain threshold going through a 
procurement procedure. The net effect of these requirements has been to place a significant 
administrative burden on both investees and IAP management. In the documents we were sent for 
this review, milestone folders could have over 250 separate scanned documents, including scanned 
receipts for office lunches, lightbulbs, and business cards.  

For small start-ups in particular, milestone reporting can comprise a significant proportion of their 
time. The required procurement practices are out of touch with the reality of the informality of doing 
business in the target countries (particularly for small expenditures), and the intensity of financial 
record-keeping and reporting has been more than is necessary to manage financial risks. It has also 
been extremely time-consuming for IBOs, who must check through each of these receipts and engage 
in lengthy dialogues with the grantees if anything is missing.  

“Despite being part of a very small start-up team, there were times when I was working full-
time on IAP grant management” (Grantee) 

IAP has recently streamlined the requirements, but a switch to results-based payments is likely to 
reduce the bureaucratic burden even further. New measures relating to random spot checks on 
purchases above certain thresholds are welcomed, although it was too early to assess the extent to 
which this will reduce the administrative load. However, switching to a results-based payment system 
as used on funds elsewhere would likely be the most efficient option. 

IAP has helped companies to revise milestone targets to be more in line with what is realistically 
achievable both at the contracting stage and during implementation. This flexibility has been greatly 
appreciated in ensuring that companies are not bound by unrealistic commitments, and instead are 
able to concentrate on a course of action that makes business sense. Dogmatic adherence to targets 
by both donors and fund managers can be distortionary and sometimes damaging – IAP’s avoidance 
of perverse incentives is commendable. 

Recommendation: Adopt a results-based payments system in order to further reduce the 
administrative burden and enhance efficiency.  

Recommendation: Simplify milestones and ensure that they are in line with the objectives of the 
business, and the reality of the timescale involved. 

4.2.3 Risk management 

Risk has been well-managed and termination decisions taken wisely, although the risk assessment 
system is somewhat subjective and inefficient. IAP’s risk management system involves a series of 
risk ratings per company, covering market, legal, political, technical, environmental, financial and 
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social risk. The ratings are designed to be updated monthly by the IBO and reported to fund 
management. 

In practice, difficulties were encountered in obtaining regularly updated, objective risk ratings 
across the four countries. Some IBOs tend to systematically give higher or lower ratings than their 
peers. As a decision tool, therefore, the rating system has been of limited use. At the time of their 
termination, four out of seven terminated firms had overall risk ratings of two or lower (risk is rated 
on a scale of zero to four, with four being highest). By comparison, a quarter of the current active 
portfolio have risk ratings greater than two, suggesting weak correlation between risk assessments 
and termination decisions. 

Ultimately, day-to-day risk management has relied upon more subjective assessments and ongoing 
discussions between firms, IBOs and fund management. This has worked relatively well in practice, 
although it does leave the fund manager with a lot of responsibility in terms of ensuring knowledge 
of the entire portfolio in the absence of useful summary metrics. Such an approach could be difficult 
to manage with any growth in the portfolio size. 

Recommendation: Reduce the number of risk metrics and frequency of reporting required in order to 
simplify the burden on IBOs. Provide IBO training in order to seek harmonised, objective risk 
assessments across the portfolio. Training should involve joint consideration of different cases, in 
order to promote a consistent approach.  

4.2.4 Termination of projects 

IAP management have demonstrated good judgement and flexibility in deciding when to terminate 
contracts. As noted above, while many firms have fallen behind schedule on their original milestones. 
In most cases enough progress and dedication has been demonstrated to justify continuation of the 
grant. Contracts have only been terminated where firms showed unwillingness or inability to adhere 
to the original business plan. In the medium-to-long run, this flexibility should pay off as firms begin 
to scale their projects and deliver greater impact. 

Challenges will arise in making termination decisions toward the end of the current phase, 
particularly if no extension is granted. While an extension phase would not necessarily have 
implications for the current round of investees, it could be used to grant extra time for firms to 
progress toward the later milestones. Delays have already been seen in early milestones, but 
milestones three and four tend to include more ambitious, high-level targets relating to scaling up 
innovations. A significant proportion of the portfolio will likely struggle to complete these later 
milestones in full by Q1 2020. 

Recommendation: The sensible approach to contract termination decisions should be continued, 
allowing patience and flexibility to support the development of nascent enterprises. An extension 
phase should be used to grant more time to investees where necessary.    

4.3 Non-financial support to grantees 

As well as grant finance, IAP provides extensive non-financial support to grantees in the form of 
advisory services, investor matchmaking, and knowledge sharing. 

4.3.1 Advisory services 

Advisory services provided to grantees by IAP included a mixture of day-to-day support from IBOs, 
more substantial training delivered to a subset of twelve grantees by BoP Inc., and targeted 
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technical support from non-IAP SNV staff and other consultants. Efforts were also made to train 
local BDS providers in order to build local support ecosystems. These substantial efforts followed 
the IAP I evaluation recommendation that there was not only the need for a strong technical 
assistance component accompanying the grants, but also that technical assistance can take many 
forms (Sida, 2014). 

Most investees highly valued the day-to-day working relationship with the IBO, seeing them as a 
partner as much as a funder. Figure 6 (above) shows that the relationship with the IBOs was the 
most highly-rated aspect of the IAP programme by grantees, with 63% very satisfied. Positive quotes 
from grantees included: 

“The team are really competent and support us in any way they can.” (Grantee) 

“We have a very energetic, knowledgeable, and positive supportive team.” (Grantee) 

The IBOs themselves also clearly value this working relationship: 

“I focus on building a partnership relationship with [the grantees], to help them understand 
that we are here to make their business work. We’re a partner, we have a stake, we want them 
to work – that’s the attitude I take, and it’s really helping me so far.” 

However, some grantees noted that IBOs don’t always have the breadth of knowledge or time 
necessary to offer the required technical support. As noted above, the multi-sector expertise 
required from IBOs is very demanding. Some firms reported positive results where the IBO had a 
background in the same sector, while others thought that a lack of sector-specific (or private sector 
in general) experience limited the ability of the IBOs to provide day-to-day advice. A number of 
respondents cited the ability of local (non-IAP) SNV staff to offer advice to the IBOs as a useful 
advantage, and a good indication of value for money.  

Advisory on cross-cutting themes of youth and gender is relatively weak. As well as sector-specific 
technical advice, cross-cutting requirements of youth and gender-related benefits place further 
demands on the IBOs. While gender disaggregation of results can be relatively straightforward, 
meaningful gender equity programming requires specific knowledge and skillsets. The proposal to 
strengthen the environmental lens for subsequent rounds would add further complications. Just as 
doing justice to cross-cutting themes requires selecting the right grantees to do so, such themes 
should not be pursued unless there is either sufficient relevant expertise built into the IAP team, or 
sufficient TA budget to bring in outside expertise. 

BoP Inc. training was of a high standard, but was not based on company-specific needs 
assessments, and did not always come at the right time for investees. BoP Inc. specialise in 
marketing and distribution to ‘base of the pyramid’ customers. While some firms reported that the 
training had generated some useful learnings for them, others found the approach of visiting 
international consultants to be somewhat disconnected from the local context and/or the stage of 
the business. In some cases, marketing and distribution training was provided to firms who were still 
in the early stages of developing and piloting new technologies. Given the choice, it is likely that they 
would have prioritised other kinds of advisory services at the time – most likely to tackle specific 
technical issues. 

“BoP Inc. did not know a lot about our business or the context here, but they did introduce us 
to some interesting ideas around marketing to the base of the pyramid.” (Grantee) 
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“BoP Inc. gave advisory services in marketing and inclusive business development. It was about 
refining the business model. Initially we had five business models mixed together, now we have 
narrowed it down to two.” (Grantee)  

Training of local BDS providers proved ineffective and unsustainable.  At country level the ambition 
was to develop a local “IB support ecosystem” by identifying and training local consultants in a range 
of inclusive business and innovation topics. In practice these consultants did not prove to have the 
relevant skills to support the IAP businesses. The training revealed a lack of demand for their services 
due to limited willingness and/or ability to pay for generalist support on behalf of investees.  

“To the extent that SMEs are able to hire consultants at all, they tend to commission very 
specific pieces of work to tackle a particular technical problem. They aren’t going to pay for 
generalist inclusive business and innovation support.” (IAP staff) 

Recommendation: IBOs should be provided with a flexible pot of advisory funding which can be drawn 
upon on a case-by-case basis, using needs assessments to ensure that advisory services are demand-
driven and relevant to the investee. While providers such as BoP Inc. can provide a high-quality 
service, this needs to be delivered only when most relevant to the firm in question and should not be 
committed to for multiple firms in advance.  

Recommendation: Identifying consultants with appropriate skills and knowledge to support grantees 
is not easy. Investment in researching and developing a network of such resources would enable IBOs 
to more easily find the right support for grantees.  

Recommendation: In choosing sectors and cross-cutting themes to focus on, consideration should be 
given to the realistic bandwidth for technical advisory support in order to meaningfully deliver against 
IAP’s objectives. A ‘do everything’ approach targeting gender equity, youth benefits, and positive 
environmental impacts across multiple sectors may overstretch the fund. A sharper focus should make 
it easier to deliver high quality advisory services that represent better value for money.  

Recommendation: The proposal to drop the local BDS provider training in subsequent phases is 
welcomed. 

4.3.2 Matchmaking services 

IAP’s matchmaking services, provided in partnership with IBS, attempt to increase the ‘investment 
readiness’ of firms and connect them to potential investors. However, it remains too early to assess 
the effectiveness of this. At the time of writing, IAP was commencing matchmaking activities with a 
selection of grantees, supporting on the development of pitch decks and conducting ‘dummy’ pitches 
with investors. Some firms interviewed were grateful for the service, appreciated the quality of the 
support, and were eagerly anticipating the results, while other interviewees believed that only a 
handful of firms were close to being investment-ready at this stage. 

“We had hoped to offer more intensive matchmaking support, but the plans were scaled down 
during the contracting phase with Sida. As it stands, maybe half a dozen firms across the 
portfolio have the potential to secure additional investment through this service.” 

Matchmaking services appear to be largely oriented toward IAP’s international (and specifically 
European) investor networks, rather than being integrated in the local/regional investment space. 
The relevance of the selected European investors to the grantees remains to be seen. Regardless, IAP 
would benefit from stronger networks with active local and regional impact investors in their target 
countries. A proposed country-by-country investor mapping exercise was not carried out, and a 



 

33 

number of interviewees noted that some IBOs did not appear to be well-connected in the local 
investment space. 

For two-year projects, the value of matchmaking services is questionable. Many grantees are still 
at the early milestone stages of developing and piloting new innovations and are not yet of a maturity 
to be attracting investors. This is understandable given the time horizons of the projects involved. 
Unless IAP has a longer-term relationship with investees, the value proposition of the matchmaking 
services is questionable, and the funds invested in this may be better spent on more early-stage 
technical advisory support. 

As a consortium partner, IBS provided useful support to the matchmaking and M&E efforts – but 
the availability of in-house capacity may have represented better value for money. If it had been 
available, greater in-house matchmaking capacity in each country office would likely have reduced 
the overheads of contracting an external consortium partner, while also bringing benefits of stronger 
local expertise.  

Recommendation: The nature of the portfolio of small grants for early-stage innovation is such that 
few firms are investment-ready at present, particularly for the international investors that IAP has 
identified. An extension phase could be used to provide further matchmaking support to more 
advanced firms. In the short term, some resources currently dedicated to matchmaking could usefully 
be redirected toward more technical advisory for early-stage innovations. 

Recommendation: Conduct more analysis and networking within the local and regional investment 
space in each country in order to connect firms to more relevant potential investors. Provide support 
to IBOs in order to enhance their knowledge of the local financial sector and investment opportunities. 

4.3.3 Knowledge sharing 

IAP’s knowledge sharing efforts received mixed reviews from both grantees and management. 
Some IBOs held regular knowledge sharing events in-country and others less frequently. Some 
companies reported the value of being linked to others in the same sector from other countries to 
share ideas. However, the satisfaction rating for knowledge sharing was the lowest scoring category 
in the grantee survey (Figure 6Error! Reference source not found., above) so there is clearly room 
for improvement. During the MTR, IAP management indicated that this would be a priority going 
forward, particularly as projects reach more advanced stages and have more lessons to share. 

The broad diversity of sectors, countries, business sizes and innovation stages limits the possibility 
for knowledge sharing, since many grantees do not have a great deal in common with one another. 
Deepening the portfolio and narrowing the focus of the fund should enable more relevant knowledge 
exchange. 

“Even though they were our competitors, we used to have useful exchanges with another IAP 
grantee in our sector. However, since their contract was terminated, none of the other grantees 
are really relevant to what we are doing.” 

Recommendation: Strengthen the mechanisms for knowledge sharing both within country and across 
portfolio sectors. Deepen IAP involvement in particular sectors and countries in order to create more 
opportunities for learning across similar projects. 

4.4 Leverage of additional funds 

The €2 million disbursed to date by IAP has leveraged an additional €5.2 million in private sector 
match funding – a leverage ratio of 1:2.6. The leverage ratio is highest in Cambodia at 1:3.1, 
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compared to just 1:2 in Zambia. It is expected that, in total, over €20 million of co-investment will be 
generated. 

At present, IAP has disbursed almost half of its committed funds, while company match funding 
remains at less than a quarter of what was anticipated – although this lag is driven by a small 
number of companies. A significant share of the shortfall is attributable to a small number of large 
firms with implementation or scale-up projects which are expected to bring significant co-investment 
at later milestones (LyLy and Signatures in Cambodia, SANO in Ethiopia, and SkyFoods – now 
terminated – in Uganda). Removing these four brings the average match funding disbursement rate 
up to 43%, broadly in line with IAP disbursement. 

Figure 10: Disbursements and leverage 

 

4.5 Monitoring, learning and evaluation 

Are the monitoring and reporting tools used suitable for efficient MLE? How could the system be 
improved? 

Challenge funds have frequently been criticised for the low quality of their MLE systems.9 This 
partly reflects a lack of attention paid to MLE by donors, who prioritised low overhead costs and rapid 
disbursement. It also reflects the inherent difficulty of conducting MLE in a challenge fund, where 
the private sector partner is unlikely to cooperate with donor demands for time and inflexibility to 
enable rigorous MLE.  

 

9 Heinrich (2013). Donor Partnerships with Businesses: What can we learn from experience? DCED. Available at  
https://www.enterprise-development.org/wp-
content/uploads/DCEDWorkingPaper_PartnershipsforPSDLearningFromExperience_26Mar2013.pdf  

€ 1.3

€ 0.6

€ 5.1

€ 1.3

€ 0.0

€ 2.0

€ 4.0

€ 6.0

€ 8.0

€ 10.0

Planned To date

IAP Partner

EU
R

 m
ill

io
n

s

ETHIOPIA

€ 1.4

€ 0.7

€ 8.4

€ 2.1

Planned To date

IAP Partner

CAMBODIA

€ 0.8
€ 0.4

€ 1.8

€ 0.7

Planned To date

IAP Partner

ZAMBIA

€ 0.9

€ 0.4

€ 6.2

€ 1.0

Planned To date

IAP Partner

UGANDA

Investment 
to date vs 

commitment

43% 52% 45% 40%IAP

Partner 26% 26% 41% 16%

Leverage 
ratio 2.3 3.1 2.0 2.8

Planned To Date

3.8 6.2 2.2 6.8

TOTAL

Planned To Date Planned To Date Planned To Date

2.64.8

Planned To Date

€ 4.4

€ 2.0

€ 21.5

€ 5.2

€ 0.0

€ 5.0

€ 10.0

€ 15.0

€ 20.0

€ 25.0

€ 30.0

Planned To date

IAP Partner

45%

24%

https://www.enterprise-development.org/wp-content/uploads/DCEDWorkingPaper_PartnershipsforPSDLearningFromExperience_26Mar2013.pdf
https://www.enterprise-development.org/wp-content/uploads/DCEDWorkingPaper_PartnershipsforPSDLearningFromExperience_26Mar2013.pdf


 

35 

The IAP MLE system is broadly in line with accepted good practice. There are several areas in which 
the IAP MLE system follows accepted good practice. They are:  

• Institutionalisation. There is a dedicated MLE resource, and team members including IBOs and 
grantees are aware of the importance of MLE.  

• Systems. The IAP MLE system starts by articulating a results chain, which shows what the grant 
is trying to achieve. Although this took some time to set up, it does make the objectives clearer 
and easier to assess. Indicators are set for all levels in the results chain. Although measurement 
has not yet happened at higher levels of the results chain, plans are already developed.  

• Verification. The IBOs spend considerable amounts of time and creativity verifying the results 
reported by companies, reviewing document, calling beneficiaries, and visiting field sites. While 
this is often ad hoc (see below), we were impressed by the effort and thought involved. This 
provides some reassurance that the current reported results are accurate. Grantees frequently 
mentioned the verification in our interviews, with one grantee noting that “It really motivates 
you.”  

• Usefulness. We heard mixed reports on the extent to which the MLE system is useful. One 
grantee noted that “the MLE framework has helped [grantee] build a solid business plan and 
develop a robust strategy”. To the extent that the MLE system helps grantees formalise their 
processes and collect better data, this is an important achievement. For IAP themselves, there is 
a strong commitment to learning and use of monitoring data, reflected in their extension 
proposal and their engagement with this mid-term review.   

There are ways in which the MLE framework could be improved, and we are concerned that it will 
not scale as business models mature. Most businesses are currently in an early stage, as discussed 
above. Consequently, measurement has focused on outputs, with few grantees measuring outcomes 
or impact at scale. In the future, the MLE framework may impose an additional burden on businesses, 
as they are required to collect data against sophisticated indicators. Already, we heard that some are 
spending significant amounts of money on data collection, as the below quote illustrates:  

“I know how much farmers we work with, but not how many wives and children they have. 
This is difficult to report on. So now I’m recruiting 5 people who are spending 1 month in the 
field collecting this data.” (Grantee) 

Verification is currently unsystematic. While a lot of effort goes into verification, we were told during 
one of our interviews that there is “no scientific system” to decide what gets verified, and how. 
Advice is given by the SNV MLE manager, but it is left up to each IBO to decide whether they want to 
verify a result, and how to verify it. Consequently, there is variation between IBOs and between 
businesses in country. Verification would benefit from a more systematic consideration of what level 
of evidence is required for different types of results.  

Not every grantee requires the same level of measurement. The implicit assumption is currently 
that the level of measurement should be the same for every grantee. For example, IAP guidelines for 
assessing the poverty levels of beneficiaries suggest that IBOs call every company, and require them 
to complete the International Wealth Index for their beneficiaries.10 Feedback from IBOs was that 
the IWI tool was not appropriate for companies. One IBO told us that “I cannot give a private 
company this kind of tool”, due to the invasive nature of the questions. From an MLE perspective, 

 

10 https://globaldatalab.org/iwi/ . See LIP confirmation guidelines IWI tool for full guidelines.  

https://globaldatalab.org/iwi/
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having this tool filled out only by the companies, or just with one or two beneficiaries, does not give 
confidence that the results are robust.  

Companies should measure indicators that they are interested in. Asking companies to participate 
in measurement is essential. Asking companies to measure concepts which are of interest only to 
development partners is often a waste of time, as they are likely to measure them badly or not at all. 
If grantees can be selected who have a true social mission at heart, the MLE process can be made 
much easier, since these firms should already be interested in understanding their impact. As one 
grantee said:  

“While we aren’t yet reporting impact data to IAP, we don’t foresee any problems in this 
area. We already collect regular socio-economic data at the village level in order to 
understand the impact that our product has on our customers.”  

This has informed the IAP practice to some extent. For example, after initially asking companies to 
measure reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, SNV have switched to calculating it themselves 
based on secondary data and sales figures reported by the companies. In other cases, our interviews 
and review of the monitoring plans suggest that companies are still asked to report on complex 
indicators. For example:  

Table 4: Existing and suggested indicators 

Indicator Comment Suggested improvement Source 

# persons (men/women) gaining 
access to basic needs products 
contributing to achieve the SDGs 

Whether the 
product achieves 
the SDGs or not is 
not a question the 
company will 
answer.  

# persons (men/women) 
gaining access to basic 
needs products  

Wana 
Energy 

Net number of additional full-
time equivalent employees in 
WES business as distributors 
(m/f) living in low income areas. 

Assessing the 
income of an area 
is very challenging.  

Net number of 
additional full-time 
equivalent employees in 
WES business as 
distributors (m/f) 

Wana 
Energy 

# of low income people (% of 
women and youth) with 
increased income generated by 
the investee during the period of 
report from selling specific 
product invested 

Assessing increased 
income is 
technically 
challenging 

Company reports on 
volume/type of products 
sold, and qualitative 
information from farmers. 
If required, SNV supports 
with an additional survey 
to calculate revenue and 
income of farmers 

Dowin 

 IAP should be prepared to conduct more in-depth studies to move beyond company reporting to 
understand the impact from these grants. Business indicators are the first step to understanding the 
impact of the project. For example, for a WASH grantee, sales figures are essential in order to 
understand how many people utilise the project. For an agriculture grantee, figures on amount of 
produce purchased or amount of inputs sold provides information that informs an estimate of the 
level of impact from the grant. However, often they are not enough. In order to really understand 
whether customers and suppliers have changed practice and increased their income, additional 
surveys looking at impact-level indicators are often required. As discussed above, it is often not 
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effective to ask the company to conduct them. Instead, budget and time needs to be assigned 
enabling SNV to lead on the research. It is not necessary to conduct these studies for every grant, but 
they can be conducted for a small number of the most successful or innovative grants in the portfolio.  

Recommendation: SNV should standardise verification options and requirements for IBOs. The 
current guidance gives a menu of different options for verification, and overall considerations, but 
little guidance on how to implement it in practice. Practical examples, group discussions between the 
IBOs where they consider specific cases and agree on a joint approach, and decision trees would all 
help systematise this process.  

Recommendation: Prioritise grantees for measurement. In general, SNV should spend more time on 
measurement for grantees who are financially or socially successful, or otherwise innovative.11 An 
explicit prioritisation would help to make this distinction clearer, and help the IBOs and SNV to 
prioritise resources towards companies that are most important for the portfolio. This is particularly 
true for hard-to-measure indicators, such as additional income or poverty rates.  

Recommendation: Better structure the company monitoring frameworks to ensure that, where 
companies collect data, it is also useful for them. Meeting with companies and discussing their own 
data structures is an important step to doing this effectively. Indicators should be designed to be 
informative to companies. Where SNV wishes to measure indicators beyond this point – typically 
impact indicators – the monitoring framework should clearly state that SNV is responsible.  

Recommendation: Make money available to the IBOs to do small, specific studies (e.g. with 30-100 
respondents) in line with the above recommendations, on the impacts of the best-performing 
companies.  

Recommendation: Our findings support the decision of SNV to switch from Akvo Flo to SmartME, as 
Akvo Flo is not performing well for many grantees and IBOs.  

 

11 Kessler (2013). Measuring Results in Challenge Funds. DCED. https://www.enterprise-development.org/wp-
content/uploads/DCED_Practical_Guidelines_Measuring_Results_in_Challenge_Funds6Oct2013.pdf 
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5 Effectiveness 

5.1 Progress towards objectives 

To what extent have IAP-II’s objectives been achieved (or are likely to be achieved)? What concrete 
results have been observed to date in terms of revenues, incomes, jobs, access to basic needs 
products, and reduced greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions? 

Many investees remain in the early stages of piloting innovations, with few delivering significant 
results at the ‘impact’ level so far.  Progress against headline targets of jobs, income increases, 
access to BGAS, emissions reduction and investee revenue are summarised in Figure 11. Since most 
investees have not progressed beyond Milestone 2, there is little in the way of progress on these 
high-level indicators to date. With most projects only having been operational for 12-18 months at 
the time of the review, this is to be expected. 

Figure 11: Key results to date 

 

The portfolio contains a significant number of promising firms with the potential to deliver 
substantial results at the impact level – although many will struggle to do so within the current 
timescale to Q1 2020. IAP has selected a range of promising, innovative businesses who stand a good 
chance of delivering meaningful results in terms of jobs, incomes, BGAS access and emissions 
reductions. However, it is likely that more time will be needed for these innovations to go to scale, 
particularly for firms starting from the concept or pilot stage. 

Recommendation: More time should be granted to promising firms during the extension phase to 
reach M3 and M4. 

5.2 Equity 

Is IAP-II achieving its goals in terms of reaching low income people? How have women and youth 
in particular been affected? How can IAP-II’s beneficiaries be characterised? 
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The US$8/day poverty line allows a lot of flexibility in reaching LIP in the target countries. The 
poverty line chosen by IAP is relatively high compared to those used by many donors, such as the 
US$1.25/day of the Sustainable Development Goals. Over 90% of the population in Ethiopia, Zambia 
and Uganda is likely to live under the $8/day poverty line.12 Consequently, this poverty line is of little 
use for monitoring and targeting purposes. Assuming that companies are chosen for their potential 
poverty impact, targeting rural or low-income populations, it can be safely assumed that their 
customers or providers earn under $8/day.  

This high poverty line is a strength of the programme. Someone who lives on $8 per day might be 
considered among the poorest in Ethiopia, but on a global level $8 per day equates to just 17% of 
average per capita GDP13. Gates (2018) argued that three billion people live between $2 and $8/day, 
at a level above absolute poverty but with limited health, education or economic opportunities, 
illustrated in Figure 12, below14. There are theoretical and practical advantages to including them as 
a target group. On a theoretical level, academics such as Pritchett and Kenny (2013) have criticised 
the focus of development programmes on low poverty lines, excluding billions of people who are 
struggling but not the poorest of the poor. On a practical level, this group offers many more 
opportunities to private sector development programmes, where beneficiaries need to have money 
to spend on new goods or services.  

Figure 12: Poverty levels 

 

 

12 http://iresearch.worldbank.org/PovcalNet. There is little data on the $8/day poverty line, but over 80% of 
each country live over the $5.5/day poverty line: https://databank.worldbank.org/data/. 
13 https://www.indexmundi.com/world/gdp_per_capita_(ppp).html 

14 https://www.gatesnotes.com/Books/Factfulness# 

http://iresearch.worldbank.org/PovcalNet
https://databank.worldbank.org/data/
https://www.indexmundi.com/world/gdp_per_capita_(ppp).html
https://www.gatesnotes.com/Books/Factfulness
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While IAP is now increasing its efforts on gender equity, the cross-cutting themes of gender and 
youth have not been central to the fund’s operations. As noted elsewhere in this report, cross-
cutting themes are not strongly selected for at the application stage, and IAP management – 
particularly the IBOs – are not equipped with the skillsets and expertise required to promote these 
causes. 

“Gender was not integrated from the start. We are pushing it now, but it really needs to be 
there up front.” (IAP staff) 

“We try to estimate how many female beneficiaries we have, but we do not actively target 
gender in our business model. We just provide a service, anybody can use it.” 

Youth appears to have been even less of a focus than gender, with little evidence of its importance 
beyond its appearance in milestone targets and data disaggregation. As such, it may be advisable to 
drop this theme. 

Recommendation: IAP should keep the poverty line of US$8/day. 

Recommendation: Unless cross-cutting themes can be addressed meaningfully from the beginning – 
by selecting appropriate grantees and ensuring capacity for relevant non-financial support services – 
they should not be included. While gender, youth, and environment are all valuable themes, it is very 
difficult to do justice to all of them. 
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6 Wider impact 

6.1 Systemic change 

Are there any signs of wider market systems improving as a result of IAP-II’s work? (i.e. replication 
and crowding in by other businesses, improved government policy, positive changes in investor 
sentiment / behaviours of financial service providers, strengthened ecosystem of inclusive 
business support services). 

No evidence was identified of IAP achieving systemic change to date. Since many firms remain at 
early stages of innovation, it is too early to expect any systemic changes to arise. It may be the case 
that in future as some of the innovations go to scale, positive demonstration effects may stimulate 
responses from other actors, such as replication and crowding in. 

The design of IAP is not conducive to the generation of systemic change. Given the size of the fund 
and its broad spread across geographies and sectors, there is little scope for IAP to generate systemic 
change in any one area. A fund with a narrower ‘challenge’ to address (say a single sector in a single 
country) would be better placed to promote systemic change by, for example, conducting policy 
advocacy, industry coordination and/or communications work. This depth of involvement is simply 
not possible for generalist IBOs managing a handful of grants in a multi-sector fund. 

“Our firm is operating in a regulatory grey area. What would be useful is if IAP could work with 
government to help them to understand what we are trying to do. But they clearly don’t have 
time to do this.” 

Although systemic change was included in the high-level statement of objective for IAP, 
mechanisms to achieve this are not included in the design of the programme, and the fund should 
not be judged against its performance in this area. While there is a chance that some systemic 
change will occur through, for example, the demonstration effects of successful grantees, this is was 
not explicitly designed into the fund. While Sida notes that challenge funds should be targeting 
systemic change (IPE Triple Line, 2018), there is little consensus in the wider literature on whether 
challenge funds are instruments that can be used to achieve systemic change. It could be argued that 
a challenge fund could achieve systemic change if the fund managers have conducted sufficient 
market systems analysis to identify systemic constraints and then selected projects to overcome 
these constraints (as per Brain et al, 2014), but in the case of IAP, as with most challenge funds, this 
is not the approach adopted. 

Recommendation: IAP should remove reference to the targeting of systemic change from its stated 
objectives. Challenge funds are unlikely to achieve systemic change unless they adopt a very narrowly 
defined challenge around which they can deploy non-financial support in order to promote change in 
the wider systems in which they operate.  
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7 Sustainability 

To what extent are systems in place such that the benefits of IAP-II are likely to continue after 
donor funding is ceased? What are important elements to take into account in order to achieve 
sustainability? 

Sustainability will be difficult to assess in the absence of follow-up work with the firms beyond the 
life of the current projects. This is particularly true when focusing on early-stage innovations before 
they go to scale, since it is unlikely that many of them will begin to reach their potential during the 
two-year project period. No follow-up has been done with IAP-I firms, and there are no resources 
earmarked to do so with the current cohort. Such research need only be relatively light-touch (i.e. 
phone interviews to check on the current status of the project or firm) but would provide very useful 
information on the extent to which sustainable models are being supported. 

This lack of follow-up significantly reduces the results that IAP can report. As a second phase of the 
project, it is reasonable for IAP-II to report all results that have been produced through both phases. 
Moreover, businesses supported under IAP-I are (hopefully) reaching maturity, and potentially 
having a high impact. Since no follow-up research has been conducted, any results achieved are not 
being reported, underestimating the results achieved through this project.  

Recommendation: Conduct follow-up research with IAP-I grantees to understand whether or not 
sustainable results have been achieved, and how IAP could have better supported sustainability. Apply 
these lessons to the current portfolio and put funds aside for follow-up research with the current 
cohort. 
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8 Conclusions and recommendations 

The present phase of IAP has built upon the lessons from IAP-I, narrowing the fund’s focus to four 
countries and four sectors, and coupling grant finance with substantial non-financial support in the 
form of advisory and matchmaking services.  

A portfolio of 35 grantees was rapidly assembled in a single call in 2017, with most firms now being 
around 18 months into a two-year project. At the time of writing, the majority of firms had reached 
their first or second milestone, with few firms being on-track in hitting their later targets. However, 
this appears to be more indicative of overly-ambitious milestone setting than a cause for concern 
regarding the quality of the portfolio. Indeed, a number of grantees sampled for the present review 
showed great potential to deliver scalable, high-impact innovations in the coming years. 

Overall, IAP is well managed and delivered. The basic processes of a challenge fund – selection, 
management and monitoring of grantees – function well, reflecting the expertise of the team and 
the input acquired over two phases of implementation. One caveat is that milestone and reporting 
processes are currently excessively bureaucratic, to the detriment of both grantees and IBOs. With 
that exception, there is a solid base which we aim to build on through the recommendations given 
throughout this report. A summary of the most important recommendations is as follows:  

• Narrowing the focus: Despite narrowing its focus since IAP-I, IAP-II includes multiple sectors, 
countries, business sizes, and stages of innovation, in addition to numerous cross-cutting 
themes. Further specialisation could serve to deliver economies of scale and avoid spreading 
IAP’s efforts too thinly: 

o Existing country teams and portfolios should be bolstered before expanding to new 
countries.  

o Cross-cutting themes should only be included if they can be meaningfully pursued by 
building in-house capacity to support firms in this respect. Targeting more than one 
cross-cutting theme may, in practice, be unrealistic. If one theme was to be 
prioritised, the current efforts on gender equity would be a clear candidate. Youth 
could be dropped as a theme without any great detriment to the fund. Caution 
should be exercised before choosing to enhance a focus on environment. The 
rationale for classing ICT as a cross-cutting theme is unclear. 

• Grant funding capped at €200,000 is best suited to early-stage innovations, rather than 
scaling proven innovations: Financing the scale-up of a proven innovation is less risky and 
has a higher chance of achieving impact at scale. However, such projects also tend to have 
significantly larger financing requirements than IAP’s €200k cap, and are also more likely to 
attract commercial debt or equity finance. IAP should focus where its additionality is 
greatest, particularly given the cap on grant size. 

• The current working relationship between Sida and SNV is a constructive one, but Sida 
should be aware of the need for clarity of roles and responsibilities up front: While Sida 
acted upon the recommendations of the IAP-I evaluation in reducing their day-to-day 
involvement in the fund (Sida, 2014), their desire to be a ‘partner rather than a donor’ again 
led to a lack of clarity in the early days of the present phase. Sida should ensure clarity on 
roles and responsibility from the outset of any future rounds, and in the meantime continue 
to play a supporting role while maintaining a degree of distance for the sake of accountability.  
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• IBOs should be given more support through the hiring of Assistant IBOs: IBOs have played 
a very demanding and at times overstretched role. The two-person team modelled in 
Ethiopia has worked well to alleviate the strain and improve the service provided to grantees. 

• Non-financial support in the form of advisory and matchmaking services should be flexible 
and tailored to individual firms’ needs at the discretion of the IBO: Flexible funds should be 
at the disposal of the IBO to deliver the services required to grantees at the appropriate time. 

• Appraisals of additionality in the application phase, as well as matchmaking services, 
would benefit from greater knowledge of, and embeddedness within, the local investment 
space in each country. Concept notes and due diligence documents featured limited analysis 
of alternative financing options at the application stage. Planned investor mapping exercises 
were not carried out. Matchmaking support has been relatively Europe-centric. Further 
embedding IAP in the local investment space could achieve greater value for money on 
multiple levels. 

• Milestone setting should be more pragmatic given the duration of the projects, and 
additional time to reach higher milestones should be granted to promising grantees during 
an extension phase. In some cases, milestones need to be simpler and easier to understand.  

• Milestone reporting and disbursements should switch to a results-based payment system. 
The recent adoption of random spot checks of expenditures above a certain threshold may 
help to reduce the administrative burden, but a results-based system is likely to be the most 
efficient option. 

• MLE systems should be better aligned with the interests and capacities of firms. Additional 
funds should be set aside for IAP to conduct impact assessments where firms are unlikely or 
unable to do so. IAP should prioritise grantees for measurement, based on financial or social 
success.  

• Reference to systemic change should be dropped from IAP’s objectives. The fund is too 
broadly spread to be able to achieve systemic change. The pursuit of systemic change was 
never designed into the fund, and it should not be assessed as such. 

• Sustainability can only really be understood through follow-up work with past grantees. 
Funds should be put aside for such research, and follow-ups with IAP-I grantees conducted. 

In addition to these general recommendations, the following sections provide specific commentary 
on (a) the extent to which IAP-II built on the lessons from IAP-I, and (b) the extension proposal for 
IAP-II. 

8.1 Response to lessons learned from IAP-I 

The following table sets out a summary of the extent to which lessons generated by IAP-I and 
captured in Sida (2014) have been acted upon to date. 

Table 5: Actions against recommendations from IAP-I 

Recommendation Progress to date 

Narrow the focus to 
specific issues, markets 
and/or sectors. 

The narrowing of focus to four countries and four sectors is 
welcomed. Managing the fund through SNV country offices has 
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built in strong local capacity with useful backstopping from 
broader SNV teams.  

However, the portfolio remains thinly spread across countries, 
sectors, innovation stages and business sizes – something which is 
further complicated by the presence of multiple cross-cutting 
issues. This limits the potential for specialisation of IAP support 
and scale economies.  

To avoid over-stretching the fund, IAP should prioritise growing its 
existing country portfolios (and teams) in order to leverage greater 
economies of scale before considering expansion to new countries. 
If sufficient time and resources can be committed across an 
enlarged portfolio, an expansion of the Asia portfolio would be a 
natural choice given Sida’s global ambition.  

Given the grant size, focus should remain at the earlier stages of 
innovation, from concept to preparation for scale.  

The cross-cutting issue of youth should be dropped. Gender could 
be maintained, but needs to be more pro-actively designed in to 
future funding rounds. Caution should be exercised before adding 
environment as an additional layer of complexity.  

Rather than rebranding ICT as a ‘cross-cutting issue’ instead of a 
‘sector’, there would be no harm in dropping specific reference to 
ICT entirely.  

Work with locally based 
and international partners. 

Running IAP out of four country offices now grants the fund a 
much stronger local presence. However, the consortium structure 
and matchmaking efforts suggests a strong reliance of European 
organisations and investors. Growing the country offices should 
allow opportunities to further engage with the local investment 
space, as well as with other entities working in enterprise 
development.  

Develop a comprehensive 
results, monitoring and 
evaluation framework. 

Strong progress has been made in implementing the DCED 
Standard as recommended. More work could be done to ensure 
greater compatibility between MLE requirements and grantee 
capacities and priorities.  

IAP resources should also be dedicated to understanding impact 
where firms are unlikely (or unable) to do so, as well as to 
following up with grantees beyond the project period in order to 
understand sustainability and long-term impact. 

Clarify roles between Sida 
and implementers. 

While the relationship between Sida and implementing partners 
has improved under the current round, difficulties were still 
encountered during the early stages of IAP-II due to a lack of clarity 
on the ‘donor’ versus ‘partner’ role of Sida. At present, however, a 
constructive working relationship has been arrived at between 
Sida and the implementing partners. 
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8.2 Appraisal of extension proposal 

The following table provides an appraisal of the key features of the original draft extension proposal. 

Table 6: Appraisal of extension proposal 

Proposal Comment 

Country selection: Bangladesh 
will be added to the current 
portfolio 

Priority should be given to bolstering the existing country 
portfolios and growing the country teams (through the 
addition of Assistant IBOs or the equivalent) in order to 
achieve scale economies.  

Beyond this, additional countries could be considered. 
However, the 36-month timeframe proposed appears 
ambitious to mobilise an entirely new country office.  

Company selection: To minimise 
risk, companies will need to have 
been operational for two years, 
and to have piloted the 
innovation. Environmental impact 
and team capability are explicitly 
added as an assessment criteria. 

The IAP grant size (still capped at €200k) is best suited to 
early-stage innovation, and particularly SMEs where 
alternative financing options are limited. While the appeal of 
a likely higher success rate and less intensive support 
requirement is noted, the desire to focus on more 
established enterprises at a later stage of innovation is at 
odds with the suitability of the financing instrument. 

Tightly defined challenges: The 
second call will set out specific 
challenges to be addressed by 
grantees, such as ‘urban 
agriculture’ or ‘energy mini-grids’. 
ICT will not be regarded as a 
standalone sector, but as a cross-
cutting theme to consider in the 
selection of new WASH, energy, 
or agribusiness grantees 

The notion of further specialising the fund is welcomed. 
However, caution should be exercised in defining challenges 
without in-depth knowledge of local needs and context. As 
per the recommendation of the IAP-I evaluation (Sida, 
2014), integrating the fund within wider market system 
development programming may be one option to direct 
grants toward appropriate challenges.  

 

Cross-cutting themes: More 
priority is given to cross-cutting 
themes such as the environment, 
innovation, gender, and poverty 
reduction 

Proliferation of cross-cutting themes is advised against 
unless they can be meaningfully addressed. Whilst all of the 
themes considered are worthy of attention, IAP should not 
seek to tackle too many issues at once. Focus is again 
encouraged.  

Operational improvements: 
These include a new online 
platform, simplified procedures, 
and a greater use of cash 
payments 

These improvements are welcomed. Emphasis should be 
placed on addressing the complaints from IAP staff and 
grantees alike regarding the onerous milestone reporting 
process. 

Advisory support: Advisory 
budget will be allocated as 
needed to support investees. It 
will be based on a clear needs 

More flexible technical advisory resources at the disposal of 
the IBOs are welcomed.  
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assessment and advisory plan, 
involving local business 
development service (BDS) 
providers. There will be 
dedicated advisor support for 
gender inclusion 

Prior commitment to a specific service provider such as BoP 
Inc. should be avoided, allowing the greatest degree of 
flexibility possible to tailor advisory services to firms’ needs. 

Matchmaking: More resources 
will be made available for tailored 
matchmaking support to enable 
grantees to find investments 

Matchmaking services should be aligned with the timescales 
of the grantees. Commitments to providing uniform 
matchmaking support across the portfolio should be 
avoided. Early-stage innovation projects in particular should 
be allowed to concentrate on developing and piloting their 
innovations.  

More efforts should be made to embed matchmaking efforts 
in the local investment landscapes of the relevant countries. 

Learning: Ex-post monitoring will 
capture in-depth impact results 
after IAP completion 

Post-project follow up and additional resources for impact 
assessments are welcomed.  

Rather than wait for 3-4 years for this exercise, however, it 
would be a better use of resources to review the extent to 
which IAP-I funds led to new, sustainable business models. 
This will produce learning which informs the current project. 

Extension: Programme extended 
until December 2021  

The proposal to extend the fund by three years (from 
January 2019 to December 2021) is an ambitious timescale 
in which to launch a new country office. Three years would 
be suited to a new call in the existing countries, but longer 
would be recommended for expanding to new geographies.  

Resources: A 55.5 million SEK 
budget increase (78.6% on 
original budget) will pay for an 
additional call for proposals, 
increased resources for technical 
assistance, a mid-term, final and 
ex-post evaluation, alongside 
more in-country administrative 
support 

Such an increase is welcomed. However, given the limits of 
this budget, it is again advised to consolidate and deepen 
IAP’s engagement in existing countries before expanding to 
new countries. As discussed above, we welcome the 
recommendation to introduce support to the IBOs.  

Longevity: While not explicitly 
budgeted for, the proposal 
envisions a long-term funding 
facility using the IAP structures, 
with funding from the Swedish 
Embassy and other sources 
where possible 

This is welcomed.  
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Annex 1: Original IAP-II Theory of Change 
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Annex 2: Interviews conducted 

ID Name Organisation Position Country 

1 Geertje Otten SNV Senior IB Advisor  Global 

2 Javier Ayala SNV IAP Executive Manager Global 

3 Sophorn Touch SNV Finance Officer Cambodia 

4 Moses Komagum SNV IBO / country lead Uganda 

5 Charya Khim SNV IBO / country lead Cambodia 

6 Eldad Girma SNV IBO / country lead Ethiopia 

7 Beza Teshome SNV Junior Advisor Ethiopia 

8 Francis Chikonde SNV IBO / country lead Zambia 

9 Elin Karlsson SNV 
Innovation and Knowledge 
Management Advisor Cambodia 

10 Olivia Almeida SNV Junior IB Advisor Cambodia 

11 
Carmen Lopez-
Clavero Sida Program Manager Global 

12 
Anna Zetterstrom 
Bellander Sida Program Manager Global 

13 Trisha Clauson BoP Innovation Center Innovation Advisor Global 

15 Mike Debalak IB Sweden Executive Director Global 

16 Ana Pérez Aponte IB Sweden MLE manager  Global 

17 Kunthy Kann Amru Rice (Cambodia)., Ltd. Vice President Cambodia 

18 Sarang Song Amru Rice (Cambodia)., Ltd. CEO Cambodia 

19 Afnan Hannan Okra Solar CEO Cambodia 

20 Louis Jolivet Okra Solar Business Development Cambodia 

21 Oscar Aitchison Okra Solar  Cambodia 

22 Nithya Menon Okra Solar  Cambodia 

23 Chay Lo W-E Eventure CEO Cambodia 

24 Kruy Chanrith W-E Eventure General Manager Cambodia 

25 Bekalu Tiruneh Dowin Technology Project Manager Ethiopia 

26 Fasil Retta Dowin Technology 
Marketing and Sales 
consultant Ethiopia 

27 Getaw Mekonnen Tulip Addis Water Filter General Manager Ethiopia 

28 Dejene Dessie Tulip Addis Water Filter Finance manager Ethiopia 

29 Biniyam Tesfaye 
Winsol Green Power 
Engineering PLC General Manager Ethiopia 

30 Esayas Getachew 
Winsol Green Power 
Engineering PLC Project Manager Ethiopia 

31 Peter Willaert SANO General Manager Ethiopia 

32 Emmanuel Emodek CHAP CHAP AFRICA LIMITED MD Uganda 

33 Dr. Wasirwa Emmy WANA Energy Solutions MD Uganda 

34 Jonathan C. Vergeer Live Clean Initiatives MD Zambia 

35 
Abigail Kasela 
Kalebwe Live Clean Initiatives 

Business Development & 
Quality Assurance Zambia 

36 Peter Lungu Medeem CEO Zambia 

37 Caroline M. Kasawa Medeem Senior Manager Zambia 

38 Stephan Kiyembe Independent IB consultant Uganda 
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Annex 3: Grant funding for innovation 

Grant funding for innovative inclusive businesses of the scale provided by IAP is typically 
concentrated on the concept and piloting stage. As companies begin to scale innovations, two 
characteristics can be noted: 

(1) Firms require funding of greater scale than can be provided by IAP under the de minimis cap 
of €200,000, with project financing requirements often entering the millions.  

(2) Beyond the concept and piloting stages, the degree of risk begins to fall, making commercial 
finance more viable. If pure commercial finance is available, donors can offer little in the way 
of additionality. If a degree of concessionary finance is required, donors should still be 
looking to at least make a partial return on investment through subsidised debt or equity 
finance. 

As such, small scale grants begin to become an unsuitable tool both for the donor and the recipient. 
This argument is illustrated in a recent Comic Relief document, depicting the relevant funding 
instruments to be used at each stage of a social enterprise’s growth (Figure 13).  

Figure 13: Social investment capital landscape15 

 

By way of example, the following sets out the advice to funding applicants from the Global Innovation 
Fund16: 

 

15 Comic Relief (2018). 

16 Available at: https://globalinnovation.fund/apply/steps/what-type-and-amount-of-funding-should-i-apply-
for/ 

https://globalinnovation.fund/apply/steps/what-type-and-amount-of-funding-should-i-apply-for/
https://globalinnovation.fund/apply/steps/what-type-and-amount-of-funding-should-i-apply-for/
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Figure 14: Global Innovation Fund advice to applicants 

 

“If you are a for-profit company, or have a market route to scale, it is likely more appropriate for you 
to apply for equity or debt. The fund may give grants to for-profit companies in the cases where there 
is a large social impact and there is a clear case that we are not crowding-out private capital. 
Additionally, we are open to providing grants to for-profit companies to fund rigorous evidence 
generation around the impact of your model on people living on less than $5 PPP per day. 

If you are a non-profit, and have a public-sector or hybrid path to scale, a grant is likely to be most 
appropriate. To secure a grant, however, you need to demonstrate that your innovation has the 
potential to be a cost-effective way to solve the given development challenge.” 
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Annex 5: Terms of Reference 

 

Innovations Against Poverty Fund (IAP II) 

Mid-Term Review 

Terms of Reference 
 
Terms of Reference for the evaluation of the Challenge Fund Innovations Against  

Poverty II, IAP II.  
Date: January 2019 

 

EVALUATION PURPOSE 

The overall objective of the assignment is to assess whether IAP II as a financing 

structure has reached and is on the way to reach the intended goals, partly set 
up in the Terms of References and Inception report, partly being modified as the 

programme has been implemented. Results, program design and administration 
will be focus areas of the evaluation. Based on the findings in these areas the 
consultant shall provide recommendations for the future course for the IAP II 

programme including a possible extension in line with Sida’s strategy. The four 
IAP II partners are the main users of the evaluation, but the results of the 

evaluation will, in addition to the recommendations regarding the IAP II 
programme, constitute as input for Sida’s general approach to challenge funds 
and shared with Sida departments, Swedish embassies, and co-operation 

partners. Besides, a summary will be available for the public. 

 

INTERVENTION BACKGROUND 

The challenge fund Innovations Against Poverty II (IAP II), was launched by Sida 
in 2016. The fund is implemented in partnership between four actors but where 

Sida is the sole financing agency. The IAP II is managed for the partnership by 
the Netherlands Development Organisation SNV in partnership with BoP 

Innovation Centre and Inclusive Business Sweden. IAP II has a funding of SEK 
69.5 million for the period 2016-2020. IAP II operates in the following four 
countries: Cambodia, Ethiopia, Uganda and Zambia and covers four sectors (agri-

food, energy, WASH, ICT). 
 

Challenge funds is one important tool of innovative financing for implementation 
of private sector collaboration in development cooperation. A challenge fund is a 
financing mechanism to allocate donor funds for specific purposes using 

competition among organisations as the lead principle.  
 

IAP II is designed as a risk sharing mechanism for business ventures which have 
a strong potential to reduce poverty. One pivotal point of departure for the IAP 

II is the concept of inclusive business, which implies that the private sector 
engagement should include and benefit low income people. Based on applications 
grants are awarded to the best business plans which meet the criteria for the 
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program. Next to a grant based on agreed milestones the companies receive 

advisory support related to overall business management, inclusive innovation, 
sustainability and pitching and further fundraising.  
 

In 2017, more than 1,100 companies submitted proposals for the first round of 
calls for business cases. Thereafter projects were selected with 35 companies, 

representing a portfolio worth more than €26 million, which includes ~€4 million 
contributed from the project funds, and the remaining coming from private 
investment (representing an investment ratio of 1:5) from selected private sector 

companies. 
 

For more information visit www.innovationsagainstpoverty.org.  

 

STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT 

A consultancy company will carry out the evaluation on a framework agreement 
basis with SNV. The following stakeholders will be involved in the evaluation:  

- Approximately 10 selected grantees provide input for results assessment, 
program design and administrative issues;  

- End-users and beneficiaries to each of these 10 selected grantees; 
- The implementing organization SNV, BoP Innovation Centre and Inclusive 

Business Sweden will be interviewed about results, program design and 

administrative issues;  
- SNV will be available to provide access to relevant project documents; 

- The Sida internal challenge fund methodology development group will be 
consulted regarding the overall concept aspects of the IAP II and challenge 
funds and the handling of these issues in the ToR for the evaluation. 

All involved stakeholders will have the opportunity to comment on the draft 
report. 

 

EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

The evaluation should follow the OECD DAC recommended evaluation structure:  

 

Relevance 

- Are the activities and outputs of the programme consistent with the overall goal and 
attainment of its objectives? 

- Are the activities and outputs of the programme consistent with the intended impact and 
effects? 

 

Specific questions to address: 

- Additionality: to what extent has IAP covered the potential market demand for this type of 
funding and advisory support for innovative inclusive businesses? 

http://www.innovationsagainstpoverty.org/
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- Are the assessment criteria for investee selection (business viability, scale 

up possibilities, additionality, cost sharing, innovation, inclusiveness, 
sustainable development impact, strategic relevance) relevant? 

- Is the ticket size of the grants to the selected companies and average 

project duration relevant?  

- Is the IAP portfolio balanced regarding geographical and sector focus, size of businesses and 
level of innovation? 

 

Effectiveness 

- To what extent are the objectives likely to be achieved? 
- What are the major factors influencing the achievement or non-achievement of the 

objectives? 
- How effective has IAP governance structure regarding internal management, partners, 

sectors, geographic spread been at delivering outputs/outcomes?  

 

Specific questions to address: 

- What are concrete results of the IAP II components following the program’s 
Result Chain? 

- Is IAP portfolio contributing to the highest social and environmental impact 
possible? 

 

Because of the complexity of IAP in terms of regions and sectors, no quantitative objectives have 
been set at the inception of the program. Based on available information and in coordination with 
SNV, the consultant should therefore come up with a methodology to assess the effectiveness of IAP 
operations and impact it has generated so far. 

 

Efficiency 

- Were activities cost-efficient? 
- Were objectives achieved on time? 
- So far, is IAP II implemented in the most efficient way compared to similar challenge funds? 

 

Specific questions to address: 

- Has the evaluation and selection method of the investees been efficient? 
- Has the technical assistance been defined in a comprehensive and transparent manner and 

is it efficiently delivered? 
- Has the budget (including private sector co-financing) versus business and social impact been 

reasonably estimated so that IAP funding support (value for money) is justified? 
- To what extent has risk mitigation management contributed to the efficiency of IAP 

implementation? 
- Is the management set up efficient considering multiple countries of implementation? 
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- Is the monitoring and reporting tools used suitable for efficient MLE? 

 

Impact 

- What has happened as a result of IAP II so far and what is projected? 
- From a multi-dimensional poverty perspective, how can the main beneficiaries be described 

and what is their perspective on positive/negative impacts of the project on their life 
situation. Are there any lessons to be learnt on how to improve the effectiveness of the IAP 
from the perspective of the beneficiary? 

- What difference is the activity making to the beneficiaries and end users? 
- How many low income people (specify for women and youth) will and have been affected, 

as customers but also in terms of jobs and income increase? 
- Is it possible to estimate the environmental impact in terms of CO2 emission as a result of 

the IAP portfolio and does the program monitor this? 

 

Sustainability 

- To what extent are the systems in place that the benefits of IAP II are likely to continue after 
donor funding is ceased? 

- What are important elements to take into account in order to achieve sustainability? 

 

 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS AND LESSONS 

The evaluation team shall identify major challenges and deficiencies that need to be addressed by 
the implementing partners, suggested actions and provide recommendations for the project partners 
for any continuation and future extensions of IAP II and. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

The following methodologies are suggested to be used by the evaluator: 

1. Desk research: 
- Review Sida’s original Terms of References for IAP II. 

- Review Inception report of IAP II. 
- Review annual and mid-term reports and monthly meeting notes.  
- Analyse IAP II dashboard. 

- Review selected grantees’ milestone reports. 
 

2. Field research:  
- On-line interview with approximately 10 grantees selected in cooperation 

with SNV and Sida. 

- Interview relevant institutions and organisations in the IAP countries as 
indicated by the IAP team. 
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- Interview with approximately 10 beneficiaries and end users including 

possible field assessment. 
- Interview IAP team staff (IAP management team, 2 IAP staff in the IAP 

countries) and a representative of Sida. 

- Interview direct partners BoPInc and Inclusive Business Sweden and 
indirect partners such as local consultants. 

 
If the evaluating team proposes additional innovative methodologies, SNV will 
welcome such a discussion. Final methodology will be described in the inception 

report. 

 

TIME PATH AND BUDGET 

Deadline of submission of proposals, including a technical and financial proposal, is Wednesday 13 
February, 2019. Assessment of the proposals will take place immediately after submission. A 
maximum of three (3) firms will be invited for a 1 hour presentation and interview session at the SNV 
offices in The Hague in the week of the 18th of February and/or by on-line conference call. The final 
selection will be communicated latest in the week of February 25.  

 

The assignment shall be carried out preferably in a four months period. A draft report needs to be 
available by mid-May 2019, while a final report by early June 2019. It is expected that the majority of 
information can be obtained through available reports and documents combined with interviews. A 
field visit to one or two IAP countries for face to face interviews and better understanding of the 
inclusive innovations is preferred. 

 

The approach for collecting and analysing data should be based on the most cost efficient 
combination of methods combining international and local staff. SNV will be looking for a high quality 
process and end product at the keenest price. It should in any case be noted that proposals going 
beyond EUR 40.000 (including VAT) will not be considered. 

 

REPORTING 

Indications of e.g. what sites should be visited and how evaluators’ time should be divided between 
field and reporting phases. 

 

The following outputs are required to deliver as a result of this assignment:  
- Work plan and methodology - English  

- Draft final report – English  
- On-line meeting to introduce the draft final report to all stakeholders  

- Final report – English  
- Final report, illustrated and designed for publishing, including a public 2-4 

pages summary - English  
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COMPOSITION EVALUATION TEAM 

It is expected that the evaluation will be carried out by a small team of 
experienced evaluators. Qualifications of the evaluation team should minimally 

include:  
- A strong background in evaluation and research  
- at least 10 years of broad knowledge of development cooperation 

- in-depth knowledge of private sector development and specifically grant-
based challenge funds 

- basic knowledge of the sectors represented in the selected projects  
- knowledge of the concept of inclusive business and innovation 
- knowledge of gender based development and multidimensional 

perspectives of poverty  
- very good language skills (English) 

Moreover, knowledge of local language in the selected countries for field 
interviews and local representation is appreciated and valued in the selection. 
The team shall be more or less gender balanced.  

 

SUBMISSION OF PROPOSAL 

Through this request SNV invites you to submit a concise, but complete proposal that:  

- Expresses understanding of the purpose of the Midterm Review  
- Proposes a broad outline of approach and methods to be employed  
- Provides daily consultancy fees and an overall budget on headlines  
- Includes consultants’ competencies and proof thereof (include 2 evaluation/research reports 

related to the subject), evaluators’ CV, company profile  
- Declares consultants’ availability in the period May – June 2019  
- Includes a declaration of no conflict of interests by persons and organizations involved in the 

evaluation.  

 

 

FRAMEWORK AGREEMENT  

For this consultancy, the consultant will enter into a consultancy agreement with SNV office in 
Cambodia. Most coordination can take place through SNV contact point in The Netherlands.  

• Deadline for submission via on-line application at http://smrtr.io/Yd9W is February 13, 
2019.  

 

 

 

 

 

http://smrtr.io/Yd9W

