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 توطئة
ىذا التقييم ىو أول تقييم لمبرنامج القطري لكينيا يجريو مكتب التقييم المستقل ف: الصندوق، منذ أن بدأ الصندوق 

 ،. وقد مكن ىذا التقييم من تقدير نتائج وأثر األنشطة الت: يموليا الصندوق ف: البالد7111عممياتو ف: البالد عام 
 المستند إلى النتائجاالستراتيجية القطرية  برنامج الفرص بناءلبنات  ومن توليد النتائج والتوصيات الت: كانت بمثابة

 حكومة كينيا بعد استكمال ىذا التقييم.باالشتراك مع الصندوق  هالذي أعد، لكينيا
ومن بين مجاالت أخرى،  العموم. عقد الماض: مشجعة عمى وجوكانت نتائج الشراكة بين الصندوق والحكومة ف: ال

وجد تقييم البرنامج القطري نتائج مفيدة ف: إدارة الموارد الطبيعية وصون البيئة والتنمية المجتمعية واإلدخال المتدرج 
توليد الدخل وا ضفاء الطابع التجاري عمى زراعة الحيازات الصغيرة كوسيمة لمحد من موات لعمى مر الوقت لنيج 

حكومة كينيا وكل الشركاء الرئيسيين فييا عاليا  تقديرويسمط تقرير تقييم البرنامج القطري الضوء عمى الفقر الريف:. 
الت: يتبعيا الصندوق، وتركيزه عمى التنمية المجتمعية وبناء  ،القمة القاعدة إلى الت: تنطمق من ،منيج التشاركيةل

 مرض عمى مدى العقد الماض:.المؤسسات القاعدية. وقد صنف أداء الصندوق كشريك عمى أنو 
من خالل المشروعات  القطاعات الفرعية الممولة ألنشطةير عمى الطبيعة المتفاوتة لمغاية وبنفس الوقت، يركز التقر 

الت: يدعميا الصندوق ف: كينيا، وعمى عدم إيالء االنتباه الكاف: لحوار السياسات والشراكات مع الجيات المانحة 
بصورة أوسع ف: تحسين الدخول وسبل العيش الريفية.  اإلسيام، مما أعاق الصندوق عن طرافالثنائية والمتعددة األ

س حصرا إلى حد كبير عمى المناطق ذات اإلمكانيات الماض: المكر  الصندوق عالوة عمى ذلك، فإن تركيز
كانيات االقتصادية المتوسطة إلى العالية ف: الجنوب الغرب: من البالد قد منعو من المساىمة ف: استغالل اإلم

بالمائة من مجمل السكان الريفيين الفقراء ف: كينيا.  21اليائمة لممناطق القاحمة وشبو القاحمة، حيث يعيش حوال: 
كفاءة  كانتوأخيرا، وكما ىو الحال بالنسبة لعدد كبير من العمميات الت: يدعميا الصندوق ف: جميع أنحاء العالم، 

 التقييم األضعف أداء مما غطاه تقييم البرنامج القطري.العمميات ف: كينيا ى: معيار 
الت: تقتنص أىم النتائج والتوصيات الت: خرج بيا التقييم االتفاق عند نقطة اإلنجاز،  ويتضمن ىذا التقرير أيضا

 مما اتفقت إدارة الصندوق والحكومة الكينية عمى تبنيو وتنفيذه ضمن أطر زمنية محددة.
 

Luciano Lavizzari 
 المدير السابق لمكتب التقييم المستقل ف: الصندوق
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 شكر وتقدير

 Ernstنائب مدير مكتب التقييم المستقل ف: الصندوق، و Ashwani Muthooأعد تقرير تقييم البرنامج القطري ىذا 

Schaltegger  رئيس فريق مستشاري التقييم(. ودعميما ف: ىذا العمل كل من(Paul André Rochon وAnne-Marie 

Lambert و ؛ن من كبار موظف: التقييم ف: المكتباوىما موظفFrederik Teufel و ؛مساعد، موظف تقييمMichael 

Heppell ،وFranklina Mantilla ،وMary Mburu ،وJames Mbwika ،وMandivamba Rukuni، وKing’ori 

Wathobio من المكتب كال من:  األقران المحميينوتضمن المستعرضون من  (.)مستشارون من المكتب
Luciano Lavizzari، الرئيس السابق لممكتب؛ وFabrizio Felloniكبير موظف: التقييم؛ و ،Miguel Torralba 

، Kendra White، وىما من موظف: التقييم. ف: حين وفرت خدمات الدعم اإلداري كل من Cécile Berthaudو
 مساعدتا التقييم. Miriam Iríasو، Linda Danielssonمساعدة نائب المدير، و

، كبير مستشاري التقييم والنائب السابق لمدير التقييم ف: برنامج Nurul Alamوقد استفاد ىذا التقييم من مساىمة 
 األمم المتحدة اإلنمائ:، الذي يتمتع بخمفية ف: اإلدارة العامة واالقتصادات اإلنمائية.

أفريقيا الشرقية والجنوبية عمى المدخالت الثاقبة والتعميقات الت: وفرتيا كذلك يود المكتب أن يعبر عن امتنانو لشعبة 
ختمفة من عممية التقييم. والشكر موصول لحكومة كينيا عمى تعاونيا البناء خالل عممية تقييم البرنامج ف: مراحل م

يرة الوطنية لمناقشة تقييم القطري بأسرىا، وخاصة لمساىمتيا الكريمة ومساعدتيا ف: تنظيم حمقة عمل المائدة المستد
 .3177البرنامج القطري الت: عقدت ف: نيروب: ف: يونيو/حزيران 

 
Luciano Lavizzari 

 المدير السابق لمكتب التقييم المستقل ف: الصندوق
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 التي يمولها الصندوقلعمميات ا خرائط
 

 كينيا

 المشروعات الت: يموليا الصندوق المغطاة بتقييم البرنامج القطري

أو التخوم أو  إن التسميات المستخدمة وطريقة عرض المواد ف: ىذه الخريطة ال تعن: التعبير عن أي رأي كان من جانب الصندوق فيما يتعمق بترسيم الحدود
 .السمطات المختصة بيا

 الصندوق الدول: لمتنمية الزراعيةالمصدر: 
 



EB 2013/109/R.7 

v 

  
  

المستخدمة وطريقة عرض المواد ف: ىذه الخريطة ال تعن: التعبير عن أي رأي كان من جانب الصندوق فيما يتعمق بترسيم الحدود أو  إن التسميات
 .التخوم أو السمطات المختصة بيا

 الصندوق الدول: لمتنمية الزراعيةالمصدر: 

 كينيا
 يكولوجيةمناطق الزراعة اإل
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 تنفيذيالموجز ال
لمبرنامج القطري لكينيا يجريو مكتب التقييم المستقل ف: الصندوق منذ أن بدأ  أول تقييمىذا التقييم ىو  -1

. وقد مكن ىذا التقييم من تقدير نتائج وأثر األنشطة الت: يموليا 7111الصندوق عممياتو ف: البالد عام 
بناء برنامج الفرص االستراتيجية لبنات  شكمتومن توليد النتائج والتوصيات الت:  ،الصندوق ف: البالد

القطرية المستند إلى النتائج لكينيا الذي أعده الصندوق وحكومة كينيا بصورة مشتركة، بعد االتفاق عند نقطة 
 اإلنجاز.

عمى وجو العموم عمى مدى العقد الماض:، وبخاصة  ةبين الصندوق والحكومة مشجعكانت نتائج الشراكة  -2
ىبطت إلى أدنى مستوى ليا ف: التسعينات بسبب تعميق أنشطة الصندوق ف:  إذا أدركنا أن ىذه الشراكة

نتائج جيدة ف: إدارة الموارد الطبيعية وصون البالد. ومن بين المجاالت األخرى، وجد تقييم البرنامج القطري 
دخال نيج متدرجة مع مرور الوقت  ضفاء الطال مواتيةالبيئة والتنمية المجتمعية وا  بع التجاري توليد الدخل وا 

 عمى زراعة الحيازات الصغيرة كوسيمة لمحد من الفقر الريف:.

وتقدر الحكومة، ومعيا جميع الشركاء الرئيسيين ف: كينيا، النيج التشاركية المتجية من القاعدة إلى القمة  -3
ائص، . وتميز ىذه الخصالت: يتبعيا الصندوق، وتركيزه عمى التنمية المجتمعية وبناء المؤسسات القاعدية

بما ف: ذلك التركيز عمى المزارعين أصحاب الحيازات الصغيرة، الصندوق عن غيره من الجيات المانحة 
األخرى ف: البالد. وى: حاسمة ف: بناء اإلحساس بالممكية عمى المستوى المحم: مما يمكن أن يسيم ف: 

الك المنزل: ولمرافق يكذلك روجت المشروعات أيضا إلمدادات المياه لالست .لمفوائد استدامة أفضل
عمى الرغم من أن ىذه المجاالت ليست من المجاالت الت:  ،صحاح والبنى األساسية لمصحة العامةاإل

ر البرنامج ثلمصندوق فييا ميزة نسبية، وال بد من إعادة النظر فييا ف: المستقبل لمحد من شرذمة وتبع
أمثمة عمى  وثمةمشروعات الت: يموليا الصندوق الالقطري. وىنالك العديد من االبتكارات المدخمة من خالل 

توسيع النطاق. إال أن كال من االبتكارات وتوسيع النطاق ال يتوجيان بجدول أعمال متسق ويتم السع: إلى 
 .عمى حدةكل حالة  أساسعمى  تحقيقيما حاليا

وف: الوقت نفسو، فقد أكد تقرير تقييم البرنامج القطري عمى الطبيعة المتنوعة إلى حد كبير ألنشطة  -4
وعدم إيالء االىتمام  ،الممولة من خالل المشروعات الت: يدعميا الصندوق ف: كينيا القطاعات الفرعية

راف، مما أعاق الصندوق عن الكاف: لحوار السياسات والشراكات مع الجيات المانحة الثنائية ومتعددة األط
ذلك، كان التركيز حصرا ف: المساىمة بصورة أوسع ف: تحسين سبل عيش ودخول الريفيين. عالوة عمى 

عمى المناطق ذات اإلمكانيات المتوسطة والعالية ف: الجنوب الغرب: من البالد قد منع الصندوق  السابق
حيث يعيش اليائمة لألراض: القاحمة وشبو القاحمة  أيضا من المساىمة ف: استغالل االمكانيات االقتصادية

 بالمائة من إجمال: السكان الفقراء ف: كينيا. 21

تصنيف مرض عمى مدى العقد الماض:. ومما يحسب وقد حظى أداء الصندوق كشريك ف: كينيا ب -5
اض: بصورة الم القرنالمعمقة منذ تسعينيات الت: بذلت إلعادة تنشيط الحافظة  المفيدةلمصندوق الجيود 
، أعد الصندوق برنامجين لمفرص االستراتيجية القطرية لكينيا، ومول ستة قروض 3111فعالة. ومنذ عام 

لو حضورا قطريا حيث قام بندب مدير البرنامج القطري، ومدير البرنامج القطري المساعد،  وأوجدجديدة، 
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وأنشأ فريقا تفاعميا إلدارة  رية والجديدة،جميع العمميات الجا اإلشراف المباشر ودعم التنفيذ ف: وتحول إلى
أول مكتب إقميم: لو ف: نيروب: يترأسو مستشار  وأسسالبرنامج القطري مع شركاء قطريين مختمفين. 

لمحافظة. إال أن الصندوق لم ينخرط بما فيو الكفاية ف: العمميات السياساتية وف: تنمية االستراتيجيات 
 .التشاركية

عمى عدد من المجاالت المثيرة لمقمق فيما يتعمق بأداء الحكومة، بما ف: ذلك  رالتقريومن جية أخرى، يؤكد  -6
ضعف القدرة عمى تنفيذ المشروعات عمى مستوى المقاطعة، ومحدودية تخصيص األموال النظيرة ف: سياق 

وال، وعدم المشروعات الت: يدعميا الصندوق، وعدم كفاية االلتزام بتنفيذ السياسات، والبطء ف: تدفق األم
مالءمة اإلدارة المالية، وعمميات المراجعة والتوريد. وعمى الرغم من أن الوضع يتحسن بصورة متدرجة، إال 
أن مخصصات كينيا من الموازنة الوطنية لمقطاع الزراع: لم تصل عمى الدوام إلى الحد المستيدف البالغ 

إعالن موبوتو حول الزراعة واألمن الغذائ:.  ف: 3112ف: المائة عمى الرغم من االلتزام المعقود عام  71
وزارات مختمفة مع الزراعة والتنمية  ة، حيث تتعامل عشر الييكمية المؤسسية تشرذم تبعثرت الموارد بسببوقد 

إليصال وتنسيق المشروعات. ويبدو أن الحكومة اآلن ميتمة بصورة جدية اتحديات ف:  مما خمق الريفية
برنامج مى وقد أعدت مؤخرا استراتيجية جديدة لتنمية القطاع الزراع:، ووقعت ع بإعادة تنشيط ىذا القطاع.

 ، وتبنت دستورا وطنيا جديدا.3111عام التنمية الزراعية الشاممة ألفريقيا 

قدم الصندوق عددا من المنح القطرية المخصوصة لكينيا، عالوة عمى بعض المنح اإلقميمية والعالمية  -7
ف: مجاالت متعددة، من بينيا التمويل الريف:، واالستخدام المستدام لألراض:  األخرى الت: تغط: كينيا

دارة المياه الزراعية، والحد من انتشار فيروس نقص و والترويج لممحاصيل التقميدية المقا مة لمجفاف، وا 
دارة المعرفة، واإلنتاج الحيوان: وتسويقو. وكانت ىذه المنح م/مالمكتسبة المناعة فيدة ف: رض اإليدز، وا 

ما زالت الفرصة ىامة بالنسبة لمبرنامج القطرية. إال أن التقييم وجد أن إجراء البحوث حول مواضيع رئيسية 
والعمميات االستثمارية. كذلك فقد  لخمق روابط أفضل بين المنح )وبخاصة العالمية واإلقميمية منيا( سانحة

امل بأنشطة المنح األخرى ف: البالد، مما حد الحظ أيضا أن متمق: المنح بكينيا لم يكونوا عمى وع: ك
 ، وف: الحافظة االستثمارية بأسرىا.بينيابالتال: من إمكانية خمق االتساق 

وعمى غرار عدد كبير من العمميات الت: يدعميا الصندوق ف: جميع أنحاء العالم، كانت كفاءة العمميات ف:  -8
البرنامج القطري. وىنالك بعض األسباب  ما تقييكينيا أضعف معايير التقييم أداء بين تمك الت: غطاى

لضعف الكفاءة، بما ف: ذلك بطء إجراءات تجديد الحسابات الخاصة لممشروعات، والتأخير ف: دفع مقابل 
الخدمات، والتكاليف اإلجمالية العالية إلدارة المشروعات كنسبة من إجمال: تكاليف المشروعات، وتعدد 

 التجاوز ف: التكاليفبعض وف: بعض الحاالت،  ،ة ف: تنفيذ المشروعاتالمكونات والمؤسسات المنخرط
. وبالتال:، فإن ضمان كفاءة أفضل من بين المجاالت الت: تستحق انتباىا مركزا تفسيره يصعب ذيال

 وجيودا لحميا ف: المستقبل.

من تطوير مكن المكتب القطري لمصندوق ف: نيروب: الصندوق من اكتساب فيم أفضل لمسياق القطري و  -9
 عاليا حضوراتصاالت وحوار أكبر مع جممة من الشركاء. وتقدر الحكومة وموظفو المشروعات وغيرىم 

مدير البرنامج القطري الفعم: المستمر ف: نيروب:. وألن مقر مدير البرنامج القطري ىو ف: البالد، فإنو 
كثر مناسبة، حتى عمى الرغم من لتنفيذىا ف: أوقات أ الدعمشراف عمى المشروعات و اإلقادر عمى توفير 
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بالمعوقات. ويعود ذلك إلى حد  ةف: حوار السياسات محفوف لالنخراطبقاء القدرات اإلجمالية لممكتب وموارده 
دارة ستة مشروعات تنفذ ا إلى ، حاليالحجم الكبير من العمل الذي ينطوي عميو تصميم عمميات جديدة، وا 

ألعمال السياسات: واألولويات السياساتية ليست محددة بما فيو ولكنو يعود أيضا إلى حقيقة أن جدول ا
الكفاية. ومن ىنا فإن العالقات واألدوار والمسؤوليات بين المكتب القطري لمصندوق ف: كينيا، ومكتبو 

 كمل.أبشكل  وضحتيجب أن  أفريقيا الشرقية والجنوبيةة لشعبإلقميم: ا

إلى مكتب إقميم: كامل متكامل ف: بداية  3111تطور المركز اإلقميم: لمصندوق المنشأ ف: نيروب: عام  -11
وىو يعد األول من بين ىذه اليياكل الالمركزية التابعة لممنظمة ف: أي من األقاليم الجغرافية ، 3177عام 

ء تقنيين ف: قضايا التمايز بين الخمسة الت: تغطييا عمميات الصندوق. ويدعم مستشار الحافظة ثالثة خبرا
الجنسين واألراض: والتمويل. ويعتقد فريق التقييم أن إنشاء مثل ىذا المكتب القطري ىو ابتكار مثير 

ألنو يوفر الفرصة لتقريب الصندوق بصورة أكبر من أرض الواقع ليدعم بصورة أكثر فعالية  ،لالىتمام
أي تحميل أدى إلى إنشاء إجراء أن الفريق لم يجد أي دليل عمى األنشطة الت: يموليا ف: اإلقميم بأسره. إال 

الصندوق ف: إقميم  ينشئوىذا المكتب أول مكتب  لسبب كونالمكتب اإلقميم: ف: نيروب:، وال أي تحميل 
مع المض: قدما، ىنالك حاجة لتوضيح الييكمية التنظيمية و والجنوبية. وعمى أية حال،  الشرقيةأفريقيا 

يم:، وعالقتو مع مقر الصندوق، ومع البرامج القطرية المختمفة ف: اإلقميم، والخبرات التقنية لممكتب اإلقم
 وبرنامج عممو.   ،المكتبالت: يجب أن يستضيفيا ىذا 

وبناء عمى التصنيفات ألداء الحافظة، وأداء األنشطة غير اإلقراضية وأداء برنامج الفرص االستراتيجية  -11
ة اإلجمالية بين الحكومة والصندوق عمى مدى العقد الماض: عمى أنو مرض القطرية، جاء تصنيف الشراك

 إلى حد ما.

 التوصيات
تشكل االستنتاجات والنتائج الت: خرج بيا تقييم البرنامج القطري األساس لمتوصيات الست التالية الت:  -12

 لبرنامج الفرص االستراتيجية القطرية الجديد لكينيا.استخدمت كمبنات بناء 

يتوجب عمى برنامج الفرص االستراتيجية القطرية القادم . ويات القطاعية الفرعية والجغرافية المستقبميةاألول -13
، وعميو أن يحدد بوضوح أن الصندوق سوف ف: كينيا أن يبن: عمى أسس الميزة النسبية لمصندوق وتخصصو

الت: تتمتع بإمكانيات اقتصادية كبيرة  ،بالقروض ف: األراض: القاحمة وشبو القاحمةيدرج االستثمارات الممولة 
 اموطن عالوة عمى كونيالم يتم االستفادة منيا بعد )مثل زراعة المحاصيل المروية، وتنمية اإلنتاج الحيوان:(، 

بالمائة من جميع السكان الريفيين الفقراء ف: كينيا. وسيكون ذلك متسقا مع األولويات الخاصة  00ألكثر من 
ألراض: القاحمة وشبو القاحمة بيدف الترويج لمتنمية االقتصادية الوطنية. ويتوجب عمى ا لتنميةبالحكومة 

برنامج الفرص االستراتيجية القطرية أيضا أن يحمل بصورة مخصوصة، من بين مواضيع أخرى، مالمح الفقر 
السائدة، والبنى الخاصة بالسكان الريفيين الفقراء ف: األراض: القاحمة وشبو القاحمة، والقدرات المؤسسية 

األساسية الموجودة لدعم التنمية االقتصادية، والفرص المتاحة لمشراكة مع جيات مانحة أخرى يمكن ليا أن 
توفر مدخالت تكميمية ضرورية. كذلك يمكن أن يسيم العمل ف: األراض: القاحمة وشبو القاحمة ف: تعزيز 

 ر الفقر ف: ىذه المناطق.عمى ضوء انتشا ،كفاءة المشروعات الت: يموليا الصندوق
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أن يضع األولويات لجممة أضيق يتوجب عمى برنامج الفرص االستراتيجية القطرية بوضوح  ،عالوة عمى ذلك -14
تنمية سالسل قيم السمع، بانخراط أكبر لمقطاع الخاص،  :من القطاعات الفرعية ف: المستقبل، بما ف: ذلك

عمى نطاق صغير، وبخاصة ف: األراض: القاحمة وشبو القاحمة؛ وتنمية اإلنتاج لمري تنمية التشاركية الو 
دارة الموارد الطبيعية  الحيوان:؛ والتقنيات الزراعية لتعزيز اإلنتاجية وخصوبة التربة عمى المدى الطويل؛ وا 

ضيعية الت: لن والبيئية. ويجب أن يحدد برنامج الفرص االستراتيجية القطرية وبصورة واضحة المجاالت الموا
تدخالت الصندوق ف: المستقبل، بما ف: ذلك إمدادات المياه لالستيالك المحم:، والصحة واإلصحاح تغطييا 

 ألنيا مجاالت ال يمتمك الصندوق فييا ميزة نسبية.

منيج التشاركية ليتوجب عمى الصندوق أن يستمر ف: العمل عمى التنمية المجتمعية والترويج  النهج اإلنمائي. -15
لمتجية من القاعدة إلى القمة ف: الزراعة والتنمية الريفية لبناء مؤسسات قوية عمى المستوى القاعدي، ا

واالستثمار ف: المساواة بين الجنسين وتمكين المرأة. وتعد ىذه المعالم البارزة لمصندوق ومجاالت الدعم الت: 
من حياكة النيج اإلنمائ: المعروف لمصندوق  ال بديقدرىا لو الشركاء ف: كينيا بصورة كبيرة. ولكونيا كذلك، 

بحيث يتداخل مع جيود الصندوق األوسع إلضفاء الطابع التجاري، والترويج لمزراعة صغيرة النطاق كعمل 
تجاري. وعمى سبيل المثال، فإن من شأن المساىمة ف: تمكين المزارعين أصحاب الحيازات الصغيرة من 

ؤسسات القاعدية )مثل تعاونيات إنتاج األلبان( أن توفر لممزارعين فرصا خالل التدريب والترويج لتنمية الم
 سعار أفضل.الحصول عمى أأكبر لموصول إلى األسواق و 

يتوجب عمى برنامج الفرص االستراتيجية القطرية الجديد ف: الصندوق أن يسمط  االبتكار وتوسيع النطاق. -16
القطري بعد تقدير مسيب ليذه المجاالت الت: يمكن الضوء، وبوضوح، عمى مجاالت االبتكار ف: البرنامج 

الزراعة فييا أن تسيم ف: الوصول إلى نتائج أفضل لمحد من الفقر الريف:. ومن بعض األمثمة لالبتكارات ف: 
الت: ال بد لمنظر فييا ف: كينيا: اإلدارة التشاركية صغيرة النطاق لممياه والري ف: األراض: القاحمة وشبو 

شراك القطاع الخاص، وعمى سبيل المثال ف: دعم القاحمة لضما صغار ن استخدام مستدام لممياه الجوفية؛ وا 
ألغراض إضافة القيمة لإلنتاج الحيوان:. ويجب أن يركز برنامج الفرص موفري خدمات التصنيع الزراع: 

. إال أن ذلك فقرنطاق ألغراض تحقيق أثر أكبر عمى الحد من الالاالستراتيجية القطرية الجديد عمى توسيع 
مع الجيات المانحة و سيتطمب استثمارات أكبر ف: بناء الشراكات مع المصارف اإلنمائية متعددة الجيات 

الممارسات الجيدة و األخرى، عالوة عمى إشراك الحكومة ف: حوار السياسات، بناء عمى األمثمة والدروس 
 الناشئة من الميدان.

يتوجب عمى برنامج الفرص االستراتيجية الجديد أن يصوغ بشكل أكثر دقة استراتيجية قطرية أكثر تكامال.  -17
سيم ف: تحقيق أىداف يوأن  بعضاكيف يمكن لألدوات المختمفة الت: يمتمكيا الصندوق أن يكمل بعضيا 

لضمان االتساق بين العمميات االستثمارية البرنامج القطري. فعمى سبيل المثال يتطمب ذلك إيالء االىتمام 
، واألنشطة غير اإلقراضية )حوار السياسات، إدارة المعرفة، بناء نح اإلقميمية والقطرية المخصوصةمالو 

ىذه األنشطة غير اإلقراضية بما يكف: من الموارد بصورة مالئمة إذا أردنا ليا أن  وال بد من تزويدالشراكات(. 
 تسيم بحق ف: تعزيز االنسجام واالتساق ضمن البرنامج القطري.

نسبة ألولويات حوار السياسات، وباالستناد إلى الخبرة الت: تتمتع بيا المشروعات الت: يدعميا الصندوق، وبال -18
يمكن لمصندوق أن يدعم الحكومة ف: إعداد سياسات جديدة أو ف: تجديد السياسات القائمة الخاصة بتنمية 
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دارة  ف: األراض: القاحمة وشبو القاحمة(وبخاصة يوان: )حاإلنتاج ال شراك القطاع الخاص ف: المياهوا  ، وا 
تعزز الشراكات مع مصرف التنمية األفريق:، ومنظمة األغذية والزراعة تة صغيرة النطاق. ويجب أن الزراع

لألمم المتحدة، والوكالة األمريكية لمتنمية الدولية، والبنك الدول:، وبخاصة ف: تحديد الخيارات المتاحة لمتمويل 
ع النطاق، عالوة عمى إجراء حوار سياسات مشترك مع الحكومة حول القضايا المشترك لمعمميات ولتوسي

 الرئيسية ف: التنمية الزراعية والريفية.

الداعمة لتوليد ستحتاج الحكومة ألن تضمن وجود الموارد واألطر المؤسسية والسياساتية  فضل لمحكومة.أداء أ -19
 تعزيزنمو مناصر لمفقراء ف: قطاع الزراعة ف: البالد. وعمى وجو الخصوص، ستحتاج الحكومة لضمان 

استخدام مسؤول ألموال قروض الصندوق، عالوة عمى  لكفالةلمراجعة الحسابات والتمويل والتوريد نظميا 
التمويل النظير ف: المشروعات الت: يدعميا الصندوق. ومن جيتو، يمكن  من االعمل لزيادة حصتي

ل خدمات أفضل عمى المستوى أن يوفر الدعم لبناء قدرات المسؤولين الحكوميين عمى إيصا :لمصندوق
لتوريد اوالمساىمة ف: تحسين النظم المالية ونظم  فيذ الحكوم: لسياسة الري الوطنية؛ودعم التن المحم:؛
خدام است ف: ةألموال ف: األوقات المحددة ليا بصورة أفضل، وإليالء الحيطة الالزمالضمان تدفق ة يالحكوم

 د.ار المو 

مصندوق ف: كينيا أن يمعب دورا أكبر ف: القطري لمكتب ميمكن ل الحضور المادي لمصندوق في كينيا. -21
عمميات السياسات المستندة إلى البراىين، والت: تتطمب عمى أية حال تخصيص الموارد والوقت المطموبين. 
كذلك ال بد أن ينعكس الدور الذي يقوم بو مدير البرنامج القطري ف: حوار السياسات أيضا، وبصورة كافية 

من الضروري أن تكون العالقة بين المكتب القطري لمصندوق ف: كينيا والمكتب ىداف السنوية ألدائو. و األف: 
، وأن يتم تعميم ىذا التحديث عمى جميع األطراف وبسرعةة الشرقية والجنوبية محدد أفريقيالشعبة اإلقميم: 

 المعنية ف: كينيا وف: اإلقميم بأسره عمى حد سواء.

ممكتب القطري بوضوح، بما ف: ذلك عالقتو مع مقر الصندوق ويوصى بأن تتم صياغة الييكمية التنظيمية ل -21
ومع البرامج القطرية المختمفة ف: اإلقميم، والخبرة التقنية الت: يتوجب عمى ىذا المكتب استضافتيا، وبرنامج 

تطوير مؤشرات مخصوصة يمكن استخداميا لتقييم أداء ومساىمة المكتب ينصح بعممو. وبيذا الصدد، 
القيمة الت: يحققيا "ت مالئم ف: المستقبل، بما ف: ذلك مؤشرات يمكن أن تسمط الضوء عمى اإلقميم: ف: وق

. وبصورة مشابية، سيكون من المفيد لشعبة أفريقيا الشرقية والجنوبية أن تعد تقاريرا "مقابل األموال المنفقة عميو
يا، وتحدد فييا اإلنجازات والتحديات ة منتظمة عن ىذا المكتب اإلقميم:، ترفعيا إلى إدارة الصندوق العميمرحم

 الت: يمكن أن يواجييا مثل ىذا التدبير الالمركزي ف: المنظمة.
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Extract of agreement at completion point 

A. Introduction 

1. IFAD has funded 15 projects in Kenya since the first project was approved in 1979. 
The total cost of the project portfolio is US$378 million, including US$175 million in 
loans from IFAD, US$72 million in counterpart funds from the Government and 
US$131 million in cofinancing. Currently, six projects are ongoing. IFAD-supported 
projects in Kenya aim to promote agricultural production and productivity, social 
infrastructure including health, domestic water and sanitation, natural resources 
and environment management, agricultural value chain development, institutional 
development, and rural finance. 

2. This is the first country programme evaluation (CPE) of Kenya by the Independent 
Office of Evaluation of IFAD (IOE), since the Fund started its operations in the 
country in 1979. The CPE had two main objectives to: (i) assess the performance 
and impact of IFAD-supported activities in Kenya; and (ii) generate a series of 
findings and recommendations to serve as building blocks for the formulation of the 
forthcoming Kenya results-based country strategic opportunities programme 

(COSOP), which will be prepared jointly by IFAD and the Government of Kenya 
following the completion of the evaluation. 

3. This Agreement at Completion Point (ACP) captures the main findings from the CPE 
(see section B below) as well as the recommendations (see section C below) IFAD 
and the Government of Kenya agree to adopt and implement within the specific 
timeframes. These agreed recommendations will be tracked through the President‘s 

Report on Status of Implementation of Evaluation Recommendations and 
Management Actions, which is presented to the Executive Board on an annual basis 
by the Fund‘s Management. IOE‘s role is to facilitate the process leading to 
conclusion of this agreement.  

B. Main Evaluation Findings 

4. Overview. The results of the IFAD-Government of Kenya partnership in the last 
decade have been generally encouraging, especially recognizing that the 
partnership was at its lowest levels in the 1990s due to the suspension of IFAD 
activities in the country. Among other areas, the CPE found useful results in natural 
resources management and environmental conservation, community development, 
and the introduction over time of approaches that favour income generation and 
commercialization of small farmers as a means to rural poverty reduction. 

5. At the same time, the CPE underlines that, the highly varied nature of sub-sector 

activities financed through IFAD-supported projects in Kenya and insufficient 
attention to policy dialogue and partnerships with bilateral and multilateral donors 
have constrained the Fund from contributing even more widely to improving rural 
incomes and livelihoods. Moreover, its largely exclusive focus, in the past, on 
medium to high potential areas in the south west of the country has also not 
enabled the Fund to contribute to exploiting the enormous economic potential in the 
arid and semi-arid lands, where around 30 per cent of all rural poor people live in 

Kenya. 

6. Specific findings. IFAD‘s participatory and bottom-up approaches as well as 
emphasis on community development, and grass-roots institution building are 
valued by the Government and all main partners in Kenya. These characteristics, 
including its focus on rural small farmers, distinguish IFAD from other donors in the 
country. They are critical for building ownership at the local level that can 

contribute to better sustainability of benefits. Projects have also promoted domestic 
water supply, sanitation facilities and public health infrastructure, even though 
these are not areas of IFAD‘s comparative advantage and should be reconsidered in 
the future to limit the fragmentation of the country programme. A number of 
innovations have been introduced through IFAD-funded projects and there are 
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examples of scaling up. However, both innovation and scaling up are not driven by 
a coherent agenda and are pursued currently on an ad-hoc basis. 

7. IFAD‘s performance as a partner in Kenya has been satisfactory in the past decade. 
To its credit, useful efforts have been made to effectively reactivate a suspended 

portfolio in the 1990s. Since 2000, IFAD prepared two COSOPs for Kenya, financed 
six new loans, established a country presence with an out posted CPM and 
Associate CPM in Kenya, shifted to direct supervision and implementation support in 
all on-going and new operations, set up a proactive country programme 
management team with various in-country partners, and established its first 
regional office in Nairobi headed by a portfolio adviser. IFAD has however not 
engaged sufficiently in policy processes and in developing strategic partnerships. 

8. On the other hand, the CPE underlined a number of areas of concern regarding the 
performance of Government, including weak project implementation capacity at the 
district level, small allocation of counterpart funds in the context of IFAD-supported 
projects, insufficient commitment to policy implementation, slow flow of funds, and 
inadequate financial management, auditing and procurement processes. Although 
improving gradually, its national budget allocation to the agriculture sector has 
consistently fallen short of the 10 per cent target enshrined in the 2003 Maputo 
declaration. The fragmentation of its institutional architecture - with ten different 
ministries dealing with agriculture and rural development - has created dispersion 
of resources and challenges in the delivery of projects and their co-ordination. The 
Government appears now to be seriously concerned in revitalizing the sector, and 
has recently issued a new agriculture sector development strategy, signed the 
CAADP compact, and adopted a new national constitution. Moreover, the Ministries 

of Finance, Planning, Agriculture, Livestock, Water and Irrigation, Public Health, and 
Gender, Children and Social Development, have designated desk officers who follow 
IFAD matters in a more timely manner. 

9. IFAD has provided a number of country-specific grants to Kenya including global 
and regional grants that cover Kenya, inter-alia, on rural finance, sustainable land 
use, promoting of traditional drought resistant crops, agriculture water 
management, prevention of HIV/AIDS, knowledge management, and livestock 
production and marketing. The grants have been useful in undertaking research on 
key topics of concern to the country programme. However, the evaluation found 
that there are opportunities for better linkages between grants (especially global 
and regional grants) and investment operations. It also noted that grant recipients 
in Kenya were not fully aware of other grant activities in the country, thus limiting 
possible synergies among them and across the investment portfolio. 

10. As in a large number of IFAD-supported operations globally, efficiency of operations 
in Kenya is the weakest performing evaluation criteria covered by the CPE. Some of 
the reasons for weak efficiency include slow procedures for replenishing project 
special accounts, delays in payment of services, high overall project management 
costs as a proportion of total project costs, multiple components and institutions 
involved in project execution, and in some cases, cost overruns that are hard to 
explain. Ensuring better efficiency therefore is an area that merits concerted 

attention and efforts in the future. 

11. The Kenya country office in Nairobi has enabled the Fund to gain a better 
understanding of country context and develop greater communication and dialogue 
with a range of partners. The Government of Kenya, project staff and others are 
highly appreciative of the permanent physical presence of the CPM in Nairobi. Being 
based in the country, the CPM is able to provide more timely project supervision 
and implementation support, even though the country office‘s overall capacity and 

resources to engage in policy dialogue remains constrained. This is partly due to 
the vast amount of work in the design of new operations and managing the six 
projects that are currently under implementation, but also due to the fact that the 
policy agenda and priorities are not sufficiently defined. The relationships, roles and 



 EB 2013/109/R.7  لوألا ليذلا

3 

responsibilities between the Kenya country office and IFAD‘s regional office for East 
and Southern Africa have yet to be fully articulated. 

12. The IFAD regional hub set up in Nairobi in 2007 was developed into a full-fledged 
regional office at the beginning of 2011, the first such decentralised organization 

structure in any of the five geographic regions covered by IFAD operations. The 
portfolio adviser is supported by three technical experts on gender, land and 
finance issues. The evaluation believes the establishment of such a regional office is 
an interesting innovation, as it provides an opportunity to bring IFAD closer to the 
ground in order to more effectively support the activities it finances throughout the 
region. However, the evaluation could not find any evidence of analytic work that 
led to the establishment of the regional office in Nairobi, nor why such an office was 
first set up in East and Southern Africa region. In any case, moving forward, there 
is a need to develop more clarity on the organizational structure of the regional 
office, its relationships with headquarters and the various country programmes in 
the region, the technical expertise that should be housed there, and its work 
programme. 

C. Recommendations 

13. The below recommendations have been agreed by the Government of Kenya and 
IFAD. 

14. Recommendation 1: 

(a) Future geographic and sub-sector priorities. The next COSOP should be 
built on the foundations of IFAD‘s comparative advantage and specialization in 
Kenya. The new COSOP should specify that IFAD will include loan-funded 

investments in the arid and semi-arid lands, which has a large untapped 
economic potential (e.g., in irrigated crop farming and livestock development) 
and is home to around 50 per cent of all rural poor in Kenya. This would be 
consistent with the Government‘s own priorities of developing the arid and 
semi-arid lands to promote national economic development. The COSOP 
should specifically analyse, among other issues, the poverty profile of the 
rural poor in arid and semi-arid lands, the prevailing institutional capacities 
and infrastructure to support economic development, as well as the 
opportunities for partnership with other donors who could provide essential 
complementary inputs. Working in the arid and semi-arid lands (ASALs) can 
also contribute to enhancing efficiency of IFAD-funded projects, in light of the 
poverty incidence in those areas. Moreover, the COSOP should clearly define a 
narrower set of sub-sectors to prioritise in the future, including commodity 
value chain development with greater engagement of the private sector, 

small-scale participatory irrigation development especially in the arid and 
semi-arid lands, livestock development, agriculture technology to enhance 
productivity and long-term soil fertility, and natural resources and 
environmental management. The COSOP should explicitly articulate thematic 
areas that will not be covered by IFAD interventions in the future, including 
domestic water supply, health and sanitation, as they are not areas where 
IFAD has a comparative advantage.  

(b) Deadline: COSOP period, 2013-2018 

(c) Responsible entity: IFAD and Government of Kenya 

15. Recommendation 2: 

(a) Development approach. IFAD should continue working on community 
development and promote participatory and bottom-up approaches to 

agriculture and rural development, building strong grass-roots institutions and 
investing in gender equality and women‘s empowerment. These are IFAD 
trademarks and areas of support highly appreciated by Kenyan partners. As 
such, IFAD‘s renowned development approach should be weaved into its 
broader efforts aimed at commercialization and promoting small farming as a 
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business. For example, contributing to empowerment of small farmers 
through training and promoting grass-roots institution development (e.g., 
dairy cooperatives) would provide them greater access to markets and better 
prices. 

(b) Deadline: COSOP period, 2013-2018 

(c) Responsible entity: IFAD and Government of Kenya 

16. Recommendation 3: 

(a) Innovation and scaling up. The next COSOP should clearly highlight areas 
where innovation will be pursued in the country programme, following a 
thorough assessment of areas where the introduction of innovation in 
agriculture can contribute to better results in reducing rural poverty. Some 
examples to consider in Kenya include small-scale participatory irrigation and 
water management in arid and semi-arid areas to ensure sustainable use of 
ground water, and the engagement of the private sector, such as supporting 
small firms that can provide agro-processing services for livestock value 
addition. The new COSOP should devote emphasis to scaling up for wider 

poverty impact. This will however require greater investment in building 
partnership with multilateral development banks and other donors as well as 
engage the Government in policy dialogue, based on good practice examples 
and lessons emerging from the field.  

(b) Deadline: COSOP period, 2013-2018 

(c) Responsible entity: IFAD and Government of Kenya 

17. Recommendation 4: 

(a) A more integrated country strategy. The new COSOP should more 
precisely articulate how the various IFAD instruments (loans, regional and 
country grants, policy dialogue, partnership building and knowledge 
management) will complement each other and contribute towards the 
achievement of country programme objectives. For instance, this will require 
attention to ensuring synergies across investment operations, across regional 
and country specific grants, as well as across investment operations and 
grants and non-lending activities (policy dialogue, knowledge management 
and partnership building). The non-lending activities will need to be resourced 
adequately, if they are to truly contribute to strengthening coherence within 
the country programme. In terms of priority for policy dialogue, based on the 
experience from IFAD-supported projects, the Fund could support 

Government in developing new and refining existing policies for livestock 
development especially in arid and semi-arid areas, water management, and 
private sector engagement in small scale agriculture. Partnerships with the 
AfDB, FAO, USAID and World Bank should be strengthened, especially in 
identifying options for co-financing operations and scaling up, as well as 
undertaking joint policy dialogue with Government on key agriculture and 
rural development issues.  

(b) Deadline: COSOP period, 2013-2018 

(c) Responsible entity: IFAD and Government of Kenya 

18. Recommendation 5: 

(a) Better government performance. The Government will need to ensure that 
it puts in place the necessary supporting policy and institutional framework, 
as well as allocate the required resources, that will lead to the regeneration of 
pro-poor growth in the country‘s agriculture sector. In particular, the 
Government will need to ensure that its auditing, financial and procurement 
systems are strengthened to ensure responsible use of IFAD loan funds, as 
well as work towards increasing its share of counterpart funds in IFAD-
supported projects. On its side, IFAD can provide support to capacity building 
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of government officials for better service delivery at the local level, support 
the Government in the implementation of the national irrigation policy, and 
contribute to improving its financial and procurement systems to ensure more 
timely flow of funds and due diligence in use of resources.  

(b) Deadline: COSOP period, 2013-2018 

(c) Responsible entity: IFAD and Government of Kenya 

 
19. Recommendation addressed to IFAD: 

(a) IFAD’s physical presence in Kenya. The country office could play a greater 
role in evidence-based policy processes, which will however require allocating 
the required resources and time. The role of the CPM in policy dialogue should 
also be reflected adequately in his/her annual performance evaluation system 
objectives. It is essential that the relationships between the Kenya country 
office and the IFAD regional office in East and Southern Africa be rapidly 
outlined and communicated to all concerned in Kenya and throughout the 
region. It is recommended that the regional office‘s organizational structure 

be articulated clearly, including its relationships with headquarters and the 
various country programmes in the region, the technical expertise that should 
be housed there, and its work programme. In this regard, it would be 
advisable to develop specific indicators that can be used to evaluate the 
performance and contribution of the regional office at an appropriate time in 
the future, including indicators that might shed light on value for money of 
the regional office. Similarly, it would be useful for ESA to prepare a periodic 

progress report on the regional office for the IFAD Senior Management, 
outlining the achievements and challenges of such a decentralised 
organizational arrangement.  

(b) Deadline: End 2011 

(c) Responsible entity: IFAD 



 EB 2013/109/R.7  الثانيذيل لا

6 

Republic of Kenya  

Country Programme Evaluation 

Main report 

Contents 
Abbreviations and acronyms 8 

I. Evaluation objectives, methodology and processes 10 

A. Introduction 10 

B. Evaluation Objectives, Methodology and Processes 11 

II. Country context 14 

A. Overview 14 

B. Agriculture and Rural Development 20 

C. Profile of the Donor Community 26 

III. Strategy adopted by IFAD and the Government 28 

A. Evolution of the Country Strategy 29 

IV. Portfolio performance 35 

A. Background 35 

B. Relevance 35 

C. Effectiveness 37 

D. Efficiency 40 

E. Rural Poverty Impact 42 

F. Other Performance Criteria 47 

V. Performance of partners 51 

A. IFAD 51 

B. Government 54 

C. Cooperating Institutions 56 

VI. Assessment of non-lending activities 57 

A. Policy Dialogue 57 

B. Partnership Building 59 

C. Knowledge Management 60 

D. Grants 61 

VII. COSOP performance 63 

A. Relevance 63 

B. Effectiveness 65 

VIII. Overall IFAD/Government of Kenya Partnership 67 

IX. Conclusions and recommendations 68 

A. Conclusions 68 

B. Recommendations 73 

 



 EB 2013/109/R.7  الثانيذيل لا

7 

 

Annexes 

I. Evaluation Framework: Kenya Country Programme Evaluation 76 
II. Definition of the Evaluation Criteria used by the Independent  

Office of Evaluation of IFAD 85 
III. Bibliography 87 
IV. IFAD-funded Projects and Programmes in Kenya 90 
V. Kenya CPE: Ratings of IFAD-funded Projects 91 
VI. Kenya CPE Self-Assessment of IFAD-supported Project Managers 92 
VII. Self-Assessment for IFAD‘s East and Southern Africa Division 95 
VIII. List of Places Visited by the CPE Team 100 
IX. List of Technical Assistance Grants 101 

X. COSOP Results Management Framework (2007) 102 
 
Tables 

1. Key Data on IFAD-assisted Operations in Kenya 10 
2. IFAD-assisted Projects Covered by the CPE 12 
3. Inequality in Selected Countries 17 

4. World Bank Governance Ratings for Kenya 19 
5. Movement Towards Meeting the Millennium Development Goals  

for Water and Sanitation 24 
6. Summary Description of the two Kenya COSOPs 34 
7. Comparison of Physical Progress Against Expenditures, 2009 41 
8. CPE Ratings of the Kenya Project Portfolio 50 
9. CPE Ratings of Performance of Partners 57 
10. Ratings for Non-Lending Activities 61 
11. Selected IFAD Technical Assistance Grants in Kenya 62 
12. The CPE‘s Overall Assessment 67 
 
Figures 

1. Kenya – GDP Growth and Public Debt 16 
2. IFAD Project Areas, ASALs and Population Densities 33 

 
Boxes 

1. MKEPP Case Studies of Impact on Income and Assets 38 
2. Kamumwe Water Supply System (CKDAP) 44 
3. Farmers Become Technical Advisors 45 
4. Case Studies on Grants: IMAWESA 62 

 

 

  



 EB 2013/109/R.7  الثانيذيل لا

8 

Abbreviations and acronyms 

(MoWI) Ministry of Water and Irrigation  
AfDB African Development Bank 
AGRA Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa 
AIE Authorization to Incur Expenditures 

ASAL arid and semi-arid lands 
BSF Belgian Fund for Food Security Joint Programme 
CAADP Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme 
CBO community-based organization 
COSOP country strategic opportunities programme 
CPE country programme evaluation 
CPM country programme manager 

CPMT country programme management team 
CPO country presence office (IFAD) 
CPS Country Partnership Strategy (World Bank) 
DfID Department for International Development (United Kingdom) 
DFRD District Focus Policy for Rural Development 
ESA East and Southern Africa Division (IFAD) 
FAO Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 

GDP Gross Domestic Product 
GEF Global Environment Facility 
GTZ German Agency for Technical Cooperation 
IDA International Development Association 
IMAWESA Improved Management of Agricultural Water in East and Southern 

Africa 
IOE Independent Office of Evaluation of IFAD 
IPERS Investment Programme for the Economic Recovery Strategy 
KJAS Kenya Joint Assistance Strategy 
M&E monitoring and evaluation 
MoA Ministry of Agriculture 
MoCDM Ministry of Cooperative Development and Marketing 
MoFP Ministry of Finance and Planning 
MoLFD Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries Development 

ODA Official Development Assistance 
OFID OPEC Fund for International Development 
PCR Project Completion Report 
PMU Programme Management Unit 
PPA Project Performance Assessment 
SHG self-help group 
SRA Strategy for the Revitalization of Agriculture 
TAG technical assistance grant 
UNDP United Nations Development Programme 
UNOPS United Nations Office for Project Services 
USAID United States Agency for International Development 
WAB Water Appeals Board 

 
 

  



 EB 2013/109/R.7  الثانيذيل لا

9 

Abbreviations for Project Titles 
 
CKDAP Central Kenya Dry Area Smallholder and Community Services 

Development Project 
EPHTFCP Eastern Province Horticulture and Traditional Food Crops Project 
MKEPP Mount Kenya East Pilot Project for Natural Resource Management  

PROFIT Programme for Rural Outreach of Financial Innovations and 
Technologies 

SDCP Smallholder Dairy Commercialization Programme 
SHOMAP Smallholder Horticulture Marketing Programme 
SNCDP Southern Nyanza Community Development Project 
WSP Water Services Provider 

http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1114/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1114/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1305/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1330/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1243/project%20overview


 EB 2013/109/R.7  الثانيذيل لا

10 

Republic of Kenya 

Country Programme Evaluation 

Main report 

I. Evaluation objectives, methodology and processes 

A. Introduction 
1. This is the first country programme evaluation (CPE) of Kenya by the Independent 

Office of Evaluation of IFAD (IOE), since the Fund started its operations in the 
country in 1979. The CPE was conducted in accordance with the provisions of the 
2003 IFAD Evaluation Policy2 and the IOE Evaluation Manual.3 Table 1 below 
provides a snapshot of IFAD‘s engagement in Kenya since 1979.  

Table 1 
Key Data on IFAD-assisted Operations in Kenya 

First IFAD-funded project  1979 

Total projects approved to date 15 

Total amount of current IFAD financing in loans US$175 million 

Lending terms Highly concessional
4
 

Counterpart funding from Government and 

beneficiaries (current) 

US$72 million 

Cofinancing (current) US$131 million 

Total portfolio costs (current) US$378 million  

Sub-sector focus of operations Agricultural production and productivity, social infrastructure including 

health, domestic water and sanitation, natural resources and 
environment management; agricultural value chain development, 

institutional development, and rural finance 

Cofinanciers Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA), Belgian Fund for 

Food Security Joint Programme (BSF), Global Environment Facility 
(GEF), OPEC Fund for International Development (OFID), Swedish 

International Development Agency (SIDA), United Nations 
Development Programme (UNDP), and the World Bank, (IDA) 

Number of ongoing projects Six 

Total grant amount US$15 million approved for ongoing projects since 1989
5
  

US$ amount for large and small regional grants unknown 

Past cooperating institutions, responsible for 
project supervision and loan administration 

World Bank and United Nations Office for Project Services 

IFAD country office in Nairobi Since 2008 

Responsible IFAD organizational unit for Kenya 

country programme 

East and Southern Africa Division 

Number of IFAD country programme managers 

(CPMs) for Kenya since mid-1990s 

Five: Edward Heinemann, (12.94-5.98), followed by Radcliff Williams 

(until 2.01), Marian Bradley (until 4.07), Robson Mutandi (until 7.10) 
and Samuel Eremie (current) 

Current CPM Since July 2010 

Principle Government interlocutor Ministry of Agriculture 

 

                                                   
2  Approved by the Executive Board in April 2003 (document EB 2003/78/R.17/Rev. 1). Also available 
on: www.ifad.org/evaluation/policy/index.htm. 
3  Available on: www.ifad.org/evaluation/process_methodology/doc/manual.pdf. 
4  IFAD provides loans on highly concessional, intermediate and ordinary lending terms. Its Lending 

Policies and Criteria stipulate that special loans on highly concessional terms shall be free of interest but 
that they shall bear a service charge of 0.75 per cent per annum and have a maturity period of 40 years, 

including a grace period of ten years. 
5  Source: IFAD - PPMS, Country Portfolio Summary. 

http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/policy/index.htm
http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/process_methodology/doc/manual.pdf
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B. Evaluation Objectives, Methodology and Processes 
2. Objectives. The CPE had two main objectives to: (i) assess the performance and 

impact of IFAD-supported activities in Kenya; and (ii) generate a series of findings 
and recommendations to serve as building blocks for formulation of the forthcoming 

Kenya results-based country strategic opportunities programme (COSOP), which 
will be prepared by IFAD and the Government of Kenya following the completion of 
the evaluation.  

3. Methodology. The CPE included a performance assessment of three mutually 
reinforcing pillars of the country programme, namely: (i) the project portfolio; 
(ii) non-lending activities, including knowledge management, policy dialogue and 

partnership building; and (iii) the COSOP performance.  

4. Internationally recognised evaluation criteria - as also captured in the evaluation 
manual - have been used to assess performance in each of the three areas referred 
to in the previous paragraph. The definition of each criteria used may be found in 
annex II of the report. Moreover, rating on a scale of 1 to 6 – with a score of 1 
being the lowest and 6 the highest6 – have been provided by IOE for each criteria 

applied in this evaluation. Throughout the CPE, efforts have been made to identify 
the proximate causes of good or less-good performance (i.e. the Why Factor), 
which is critical for generating insights and lessons that can contribute to achieving 
better development results on the ground in the future.  

5. In terms of assessing the project portfolio, the CPE covered seven of the 15 
operations financed by IFAD in Kenya (see table 2 for data on the seven projects 
covered). Six of the seven projects covered were approved in the year 2000 or 
after that. Of the seven projects studied in the evaluation, five are presently 
ongoing and two have closed. All the other eight projects funded by IFAD in Kenya 
were approved by the Board between 1979 and 1996. These eight projects were 
excluded from the CPE, given that they were designed 15 years or more ago and as 
such might not provide the basis for generating relevant lessons for the future. 
Annex IV of this report contains basic data on all the 15 projects funded by IFAD in 

Kenya.  

6. The assessment of non-lending activities entails a review of the relevance, 
effectiveness and efficiency of the combined efforts of IFAD and the Government in 
promoting policy dialogue, partnership-strengthening and knowledge management. 
The exercise culminates in an overall rating and assessment for non-lending 
activities.  

7. Building on the findings from the project portfolio performance and results of non-
lending activities, the CPE presents an assessment of the performance of the Kenya 
COSOPs. This assessment focuses on reviewing the relevance and effectiveness of 
country strategy. In this regard, the CPE focuses on reviewing the only two COSOPs 
that have been produced for Kenya dated 2002 and 2007, respectively.  

8. While the CPE assesses the three pillars of the country programme individually (see 
paragraph 3 above), it also evaluates the synergies across the seven loan-funded 
projects, the loans and grants, as well as the loans, grants and non-lending 
activities. This has allowed the CPE to ultimately generate a composite rating and 
overall assessment for the IFAD and Government partnership in reducing rural 
poverty in the last ten years or so.  

                                                   
6  1: highly unsatisfactory, 2: unsatisfactory, 3: moderately unsatisfactory, 4: moderately satisfactory, 

5: satisfactory, and 6: highly satisfactory. 
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Table 2 
IFAD-assisted Projects Covered by the CPE 

Project Name 

Total 
project 

cost 
US$ 

million 

IFAD current 

financing 
(loan) 

US$ million 

Executive 

Board 
approval 

Loan 
effectiveness 

Closing 
date Status 

1. Eastern Province 

Horticulture and 
Traditional Food Crops 

Project (EPHTFCP) 

27.9 10.9 2.12.93 14.7.94 30.6.07 Closed 

2. Central Kenya Dry Area 

Smallholder and 

Community Services 
Development Project  
(CKDAP) 

18.1 10.9 7.12.00 1.7.01 30.6.11 Closed
7
 

3. Mount Kenya East Pilot 

Project for Natural 
Resource Management 

(MKEPP) 

25.7 16.7 11.12.02 1.7.04 31.3.12 Ongoing 

4. Southern Nyanza 

Community Development 
Project (SNCDP) 

23.7 21.4
8
 18.12.03 10.8.04 31.3.12 Ongoing 

5. Smallholder Dairy 

Commercialization 
Programme (SDCP) 

19.8 18.4
9
 13.12.05 12.7.06 31.3.13 Ongoing 

6. Smallholder Horticulture 

Marketing Programme 

(SHOMAP) 

26.6 23.9
10

 18.4.07 23.11.07 30.6.14 Ongoing 

7. Programme for Rural 

Outreach of Financial 

Innovations and 
Technologies (PROFIT) 

83.2 29.9
11

 16.9.10 22.12.10 30.6.17 Ongoing 

 Total 225 132.1     

 

9. Process. The CPE entailed five mutually reinforcing phases and production of 
specific deliverable(s):  

(i) Preparatory phase. During this phase, IOE developed the CPE approach 
paper, which outlined the evaluation‘s objectives, methodology, process, 
timelines, key questions and related information. This was followed by a 
preparatory mission to Kenya in October 2009 to discuss the draft approach 

paper with Government and key partners. More importantly, project 
performance assessments (PPAs) were conducted by IOE for two of the seven 
projects (i.e., the Eastern Province and Mount Kenya Projects) assessed by 
the CPE. The aim of the PPAs was to collect primary data from the field, in 
order to strengthen the evidence base for the CPE. The reason for selecting 
the Eastern Province project was because it was the only operation that had 
already been closed at the time of the evaluation, thus enabling a thorough 
appreciation of results and impact. The Mount Kenya project was chosen 
because of its pilot nature and because it was larger in terms of both IFAD 
loan amount and total project cost, as compared to the Central Kenya project 
– the second oldest project in the portfolio examined by the CPE. The PPAs 

                                                   
7  The project has completed its activities in December 2010. However, as per standard procedures, the 

IFAD loan remains open till mid-2011 in order to make disbursements against any pending withdrawal 
applications.  
8  Including supplementary loan approved by the Board in Dec 2008 of US$5.9 million. 
9  Including a country specific grant for US$845,000 to finance long-term international technical 

assistance, policy development, the stakeholder validation process, and pilot activities in goat‘s milk 
production for women. 
10  Including a country specific grant for US$500,000 to support development of the horticulture policy. 
11 Including a country specific grant for US$600,000 for technical assistance, training and studies. 

http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1114/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1114/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1114/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1114/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1234/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1234/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1234/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1243/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1243/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1243/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1305/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1305/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1305/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1330/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1330/project%20overview
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were conducted in October-November 2009, and they both followed IOE‘s 
standard methodology for project evaluations.  

(ii) Desk work phase. A desk review note was prepared on each IFAD-funded 
project covered by the evaluation as well as on non-lending activities and 
COSOP performance. These individual desk review notes were consolidated 
into a desk review report, issued in May 2010. The desk review notes and 
consolidated report provided an initial assessment of the country programme, 
and at the same time, underlined issues and hypotheses to be further 
explored during the country work phase of the CPE. In addition to the 
aforementioned, the IFAD CPM for Kenya prepared a self-assessment on the 
country programme based on the evaluation framework.12 The CPMs self-

assessment may be seen in annex VII of the report. Similarly, the managers 
of five13 of the seven IFAD-supported projects covered by the CPE were 
invited to prepare their own self- assessments. A summary of the latter is 
included in annex VI. 

(iii) Country work phase. The most important activity in this phase entailed the 
fielding of a multidisciplinary team of consultants who spent four weeks in 

Kenya in February/March 2010 and travelled to four provinces to visit the five 
ongoing interventions at the time (Central Kenya, Mount Kenya, Southern 
Nyanza, Smallholder Dairy Commercialization, and Smallholder Horticulture 
Marketing Projects). Project activities were reviewed on the ground, and 
discussions held with beneficiaries and their groups, provincial and district 
authorities, project management staff, NGOs and other partners. The team 

also held discussions in Nairobi with government officials, donor 
organizations, the Equity Bank and others. An aide-mémoire14 produced at the 
end of the mission was presented at a CPE wrap-up meeting in Nairobi in 
March 2010.  

(iv) Report writing phase. As per usual practice, IOE conducted a 
comprehensive internal peer review on the draft CPE report prepared after the 
country work phase. The IOE internal peer reviewers acknowledged the 
overall good quality of the draft report. However, given the importance of the 
IFAD-Kenya partnership, IOE considered it important to conduct a post-CPE 
mission to Kenya for one week in January/February 2011,15 to collect 
additional information about the country programme. In particular, inter-alia, 
the post-CPE mission was able to hold discussions with Government and 
Equity Bank, which is involved in the Financial Innovations and Technologies 

Project. This project was approved by the Board in September 2010, after the 
main CPE mission had been fielded. The additional information collected 
during the post-CPE mission has allowed IOE to also include an assessment of 
the Financial Innovations and Technologies Project in the project portfolio 
analysis, thus ensuring the CPE provides an updated assessment of all 
operations funded by IFAD in the country in the last decade. The draft CPE 
report was shared with the East and Southern Africa Division and thereafter 
with the Government of Kenya for comments, which have been duly 
considered before the report‘s finalization. 

                                                   
12 The evaluation framework was included in the approach paper. It is a matrix which maps out the key 

questions to be covered by the CPE, the instruments of data collection, and the sources of data and 
information to enable a rigorous and objective evaluation. The Kenya CPE (evaluation) framework has 

been reproduced in annex I of this report.  
13 CKDAP, MKEPP, SNCDP, SDCP and SHOMAP. The self-assessments did not include the Programme for 

Rural Outreach of Financial Innovations and Technologies (PROFIT), as it only became effective in 
December 2010. 
14 The aide-mémoire captured the mission‘s initial findings and conclusions from the field visits and 
discussions with various partners.  
15 The time lag between the main CPE mission and the post-CPE mission is due to the unforeseen 
departure from IFAD of the designated lead evaluator (Paul André Rochon, Senior Evaluation Officer) for 

the Kenya CPE. This required IOE Director to designate a new lead evaluator (Ashwani Muthoo, Deputy 

Director) to finalise the analysis and complete the evaluation report and process.  
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(v) Finalization of the evaluation, including communication and 
dissemination. The final phase of the evaluation entailed a range of 
communication activities to ensure timely outreach of the main lessons from 
the Kenya CPE. In particular, a CPE national roundtable workshop was held in 
Nairobi on 8 June 2011, with a view to discussing the main results and 
recommendations from the evaluation and generating inputs for the CPE‘s 
agreement at completion point (ACP).16 The ACP was signed by the 
Permanent Secretary in the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) on behalf of the 
Government of Kenya and the IFAD Associate Vice President of Programmes. 
All the main deliverables from the CPE have been made available to the IFAD 
Management and staff, Government of Kenya, IFAD‘s Executive Board, as well 

as to the public at large through the dedicated IOE web pages on IFAD‘s 
corporate website (ww.ifad.org/evaluation). 

 

II. Country context 

A. Overview17 

10. Geography and demographics. Kenya is situated on the East African coast on 
the equator, and borders Ethiopia and Sudan to the north, Somalia and the Indian 
Ocean to the east, the United Republic of Tanzania to the south and Uganda and 
Lake Victoria to the west. The country encompasses a total of area18 of 582,646 
km² and has a population of around 39.8 million. Around 80 per cent of the 
population lives in rural areas (i.e. around 31 million). The population density (i.e., 
the number of persons living per square kilometre) was 68.1 in 2008. 

11. Arid and semi-arid lands (ASALs) make up more than 80 per cent of the country‘s 
land mass and are home to over 30 per cent of the population, and 17 per cent of 
that area is considered to be high-potential agricultural land sustaining the majority 
of the population. Agricultural land covers about 33 per cent of the country. 
Population growth is still high at 2.7 per cent per year, despite having dropped from 
3.8 per cent in the late 1980s. This may be attributed to effective family planning 
policies and the impact of HIV/AIDS. Average annual rainfall is 630 mm in a 
bimodal distribution pattern, with wide variations from less than 200 mm in the 
Chalbi Desert in the north to more than 1,800 mm on the slopes of Mount Kenya. 

                                                   
16 The ACP contains a summary of the main evaluation findings. It also includes the CPE 
recommendations that the Government and IFAD Management agreed to adopt and implement within 

specific timeframes.  
17 Data in this section is drawn mostly from World Bank‘s World Development Indicators Database, 

December 2010 as well as from the IFAD Rural Poverty Portal. 
18 Source: http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/315078/Kenya. 

Key Points 

 This is the first ever Kenya CPE by IOE.  

 The main objectives of the CPE were to: (i) assess the performance and impact of IFAD-supported 
activities in Kenya; and (ii) generate a series of findings and recommendations to serve as building 
blocks for formulation of the forthcoming Kenya results-based country strategic opportunities 
programme (COSOP), which will be prepared by IFAD and the Government of Kenya following the 
completion of the evaluation. 

 The CPE process included five main phases: (i) preparatory; (ii) desk work; (iii) country work; (iv) report 
writing; and (v) communication and dissemination.  

 The evaluation was undertaken following the provisions contained in the IFAD Evaluation Policy and 
Evaluation Manual. 

 The CPE made an assessment of: (i) the IFAD-funded project portfolio; (ii) non-lending activities 
(knowledge management and policy dialogue); and (iii) the only two COSOPs for Kenya prepared in 
2002 and 2007. Based on the aforementioned, the CPE developed an overall assessment of the 
Government and IFAD partnership in reducing rural poverty in the country in more or less that last 
decade.  

http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/315078/Kenya
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12. Kenya used to have eight provinces, namely Central, Coast, Eastern, Nairobi, North 
Eastern, Nyanza, Rift Valley and Western. The provinces were sub-divided into 
districts, which were further sub-divided in divisions. The divisions are subdivided 
into 2,427 locations and then 6,612 sub-locations. Under the new 2010 
Constitution, the country is now divided into 47 counties. The country‘s major cities 
are Nairobi with a population of around 3 million, followed by Mombasa with around 
707,000 inhabitants.  

13. Economy. In 2009, gross domestic product (GDP) was estimated at US$29.38 
billion overall, and the GDP per capita is around US$738. GDP has been highly 
variable over the years, and generally declined from an annual growth of 7 per cent 
in the 1960s to 4 per cent in the 1980s and 2.4 per cent in the 1990s.19 Poor 

economic performance has been attributed to: (i) frequent unfavourable weather 
conditions that have had an adverse impact on the productive sectors, especially 
the agriculture sector; (ii) deteriorating physical infrastructure and high energy 
costs, which have substantially increased the cost of conducting any business 
ventures; and (iii) poor governance and security, which reduced investor 
confidence, discouraged the private sector and restrained resource flows from 

bilateral and multilateral donors. GDP growth increased as of 2003 and reached 
about 7 per cent in 2007 as the result of a more conducive policy environment and 
rapid expansion of the tourist and telecom sectors. However, it then plummeted to 
1.6 per cent in 2008 and remained at 2.6 per cent in 2009 owing to the post-
election violence in early 2008 that affected the vital tourism sector (figure 1). The 
highly fluctuating GDP per capita growth, averaging 0.8 per cent over the period 
1997-2007, indicates that, now, the country‘s economy can just about keep up with 
the population increase, which was not the case prior to 1997. The total labour 
force20 in 2008 was around 18.2 million, out of which around half were female. 
Three quarters of the labour force is informal. Unemployment (i.e. the per cent of 
labour force without jobs) was around 40 per cent in 2008. 

14. An interesting insight into Kenya‘s economic performance was provided at a recent 
presentation on the 2010 Public Expenditure Review and the First Annual Progress 

Report on Implementation of the First Medium Term Plan of the Kenya Vision 
2030.21 Kenya has demonstrated sound macroeconomic management, with its 
public debt falling from 60 per cent to 43 per cent of GDP between 2003 and 2007, 
which was accompanied by attractive GDP growth rates of over 5 per cent. As 
explained in paragraph 13, the latter fell back to 2.6 in 2009. However, compared 
with neighbouring Uganda and the United Republic of Tanzania, Kenya‘s growth 
performance has been more volatile and below the average of these two 
benchmark countries, with an average GDP growth of 2 and 4 per cent, 
respectively, in the 2000s. On the other hand, total tax revenue in Kenya increased 
from 22 per cent in the fiscal year 2001-2002, to 35 per cent of GDP in 2008-2009. 
This increase can be attributed to higher individual and corporate incomes. This 
compares favourably to its neighbours that remain around 15 per cent of their 
respective GDPs.22 

                                                   
19 Source: World Development Indicators, World Bank. 
20 The definition of labour force is the population 15 years old and over who contribute to the production 

of goods and services in the country. It includes those who are either employed or unemployed. Those 

who are neither employed nor unemployed are considered not in the labour force, e.g. persons who are 
not working and are not available for work and persons who are not available and are not looking for 

work because of reasons other than those previously mentioned. Examples are housewives, students, 
disabled or retired persons and seasonal workers. 
21 Dr Edward Sambili, Permanent Secretary, Ministry of State for Planning, National Development and 
Kenya Vision 2030. Presentation on the 2010 Public Expenditure Review and the First Annual Progress 

Report on the Implementation of the First Medium Term Plan of Kenya Vision 2030. Nairobi, 2010. 
22 http://www.africaneconomicoutlook.org/en/countries/east-africa/kenya/. 
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Figure 1 
Kenya – GDP Growth and Public Debt 

 
Source: World Bank, Kenya CPS, June 2010.

23 

 
15. Human development. Between 1980 and 2010 Kenya's Human Development 

Index (HDI) rose by 0.5 per cent annually from 0.404 to 0.470 today, which gives 
the country a rank of 128 out of 169 countries with comparable data. The HDI of 
Sub-Saharan Africa as a region increased from 0.293 in 1980 to 0.389 today, 
placing Kenya above the regional average. Kenya‘s population is very young, with 
about 43 per cent of the population under 15 years of age and most recent data24 
(2010) indicate that life expectancy at birth is 55.6 years. The 2008-2009 Kenya 
Demographic and Health Survey (DHS) revealed that the total fertility rate has 

continued its downward trend and stood at 4.6 children, the lowest ever recorded. 
There are nonetheless important fertility differentials across regions, with a total 
fertility rate of 2.9 in urban areas and 5.2 in rural areas. There has also been an 
important fall in childhood deaths, as the infant mortality rate in the 2008-2009 
DHS shows a fall to 52 per 1,000 live births compared with 77 in 2003. Similarly, 
over the same period, the under-five mortality rate has decreased from 115 deaths 
per 1,000 live births to 74. The primary school completion rate has improved over 

the last decade, from 45 to 55 per cent for girls and from 53 to 65 per cent for 
boys. This is not yet reflected in current literacy rates for adults (aged above 15), 
which have only slightly improved during the last decade, and now stand at 54 and 
71 per cent for women and men, respectively. Access to improved water sources 
and electricity is very limited, particularly in rural areas where only 11.6 per cent 
and 6 per cent of all women and men, have access to piped water through a house 
or yard connection25 and electricity,26 respectively. Rural people‘s access to other 
improved sources of water (public taps, covered wells, rainwater) hardly improved 
between 1993 and 2003, when it reached 22.7 per cent. 

16. Poverty.27 The poverty headcount ratio at national poverty line decreased from 52 
per cent in 1997 to 46.6 per cent in 2006. Kenya had around 15.5 million rural poor 
people living on less than one and a half dollar per day in 2009. Although more 

                                                   
23 World Bank. Country Partnership Strategy (CPS) for the Republic of Kenya for the Period FY 2010-13, 

Report No. 52521-KE, March 2010.  
24 http://hdrstats.undp.org/en/countries/profiles/KEN.html. 
25 Coverage Estimates of Improved Drinking Water, Kenya Joint Monitoring Programme for Water Supply 
and Sanitation, WHO/UNICEF, July 2008. 
26 Source: http://www.afrol.com/articles/25463. 
27 World Bank: World Development Indicators 2008. 

http://hdrstats.undp.org/en/countries/profiles/KEN.html
http://www.afrol.com/articles/25463
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recent poverty data are not yet available, it is expected that the serious political 
and economic crisis of 2008 has again increased income poverty.28  

17. The fragile ASAL areas have the highest incidence of poverty (i.e. the per cent of 
people living below the poverty line), averaging about 65 per cent, and very limited 
access to basic services. As mentioned earlier, Kenya‘s ASALs are home to more 
than 30 per cent of the country‘s population. Many years of underdevelopment and 
poor implementation of policies in these regions mean that pressure is increasing 
on nomadic pastoralists in arid lands, where poverty is higher than in the rest of 
Kenya. Covering 80 per cent of Kenya, ASALs and the people living there contribute 
significantly to Kenya‘s economy, mainly through livestock production, which 
currently accounts for roughly five per cent of GDP. Most people living in arid lands 

are livestock producers. When droughts hit, like the one in 2006 that killed an 
estimated 70 per cent of their animals, the local impact is enormous and the 
national economy also suffers. Long-term development in these areas would not 
only improve people‘s lives but would also contribute to Kenya‘s economy and 
reduce the high costs associated with emergency drought assistance. Continuing to 
ignore the specific needs of ASALs will result in increased poverty and 

environmental degradation. The effects of drought are worse every time rains fail, 
as people become less and less able to recover from the last one and cope with the 
next. 

18. Inequality. The poverty Gini coefficient of 45.2 (2005-2006) is similar to that of 
Rwanda and Uganda but above that of the United Republic of Tanzania and Ethiopia 
(see table 3) and higher than the one Kenya registered in 1997 (42.5). Inequality 

rates are even higher for reported earnings and land ownership. Gender inequality 
also remains a key issue in Kenya, where women account for only 30 per cent of 
wage employment and 24 per cent of civil service employment, mostly in lower 
cadres. While women contribute most agricultural labour, their access to land is 
limited; consequently they have less access to farm inputs, credit and extension 
advice, and limited involvement in cash crop production. Women are also mainly 
responsible for household duties, which can be onerous: indeed HIV/AIDS, climate 

change and other forms of livelihood stress increasingly require women to spend 
more time on collecting water and fuel wood and caring for the sick. Under these 
circumstances, it is hardly surprising that poverty among women-headed 
households is about five percentage points higher than among those headed by 
men, and that it is especially widespread in urban households headed by widows. 
While temporary measures to improve girls‘ access to education have improved 
gender parity in education since 2003, gender disparity persists in rural and poor 
areas and in higher education. Women‘s literacy remains markedly lower than that 
of men, especially in the rural areas and urban slums.29 

Table 3 
Inequality in Selected Countries 

Country (years) Gini coefficient 

Kenya. (2005-2006) 45.2 

Ethiopia (1999-2000) 30 

Malawi. (2004-2005) 39 

Rwanda (2000) 46.8 

Tanzania, United Republic of (2000-2001) 34.6 

Uganda (2002) 45.7 

Source: Kenya CPS. World Bank, June 2010. 

 

                                                   
28 World Bank. CPS for the Republic of Kenya for the Period FY 2010-13, Report No. 52521-KE, 
March 2010. 
29 World Bank. CPS for the Republic of Kenya for the Period FY 2010-13, Report No. 52521-KE, 

March 2010. 
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19. Food security.30 Because it is not food self-sufficient, Kenya imports up to 20 per 
cent of its annual cereal requirements. Poverty is inextricably related to food 
insecurity. For the rural poor, food insecurity is exacerbated by frequent droughts, 
floods, inefficient food distribution and marketing systems, population growth and 
HIV/AIDS. Over the last decade, droughts and floods have increased in frequency 
and intensity. Severe droughts occurred between 2004 and 2006, with 3.5 million 
people requiring food assistance. Food poverty31 is highest among pastoralists, agro 
pastoralists and marginal agriculturalists in the country‘s ASALs. The 2008 food 
security assessment of the World Food Programme (WFP) estimated that, in normal 
years, over half a million people in the northern arid part of the country need food 
assistance. Countrywide, however, an estimated 47 per cent of the rural population 

have insufficient food to meet their daily energy requirements.32 Due to two 
average to above-average rainy seasons in late 2009 and 2010, the overall food 
security of vulnerable populations in pastoral and marginal agricultural areas was 
improving at the end of 2010.33 Official data34 indicate that there is a 33 per cent 
rate of stunting among children of up to 5 years of age, and that 20 per cent of all 
children are underweight. Very little progress has been made in combating chronic 
malnutrition over the last ten years.35 Looking ahead, the Government of Kenya is 
fully cognisant of the new challenges to food security posed by climate change with 
increased probability of droughts; the energy gap that is raising fuel prices; all 
these escalating food prices and the need to import food to ensure national food 
security. 

20. Institutional context and governance. In the first two decades after 
independence, the agricultural sector, and in turn the national economy, recorded 
the most impressive growth in sub-Saharan Africa at average rates of 6 per cent 
per annum for agriculture and 7 per cent for the national economy. This was a 
result of economic stability under the first president of the republic. However, 
widespread mismanagement in the mid-1980s to early 1990 eroded all these gains. 
The advent of multi-parties in the mid-1990s brought some semblance of normalcy 
with improved political space. A coalition government, the National Rainbow 

Coalition (NARC), headed by President Mwai Kibaki, took over the running of the 
government in 2002 with overwhelming public and international support. 

21. The National Assembly is the only law-making body in Kenya and, as such, 
exercises control over public finances. As mentioned earlier, the country is divided 
into eight administrative provinces (North Eastern, Eastern, Central, Nairobi, Coast, 
Western, Nyanza and Rift Valley), further subdivided into districts, which serve as 
focal points for rural development.36 The central government appoints a 
commissioner for each district and province. Devolution of power to the lower tiers 
of government is on the agenda for constitutional change but, historically, Kenya 
has been administered from the centre through a number of line agencies, each 
reporting to a minister. Local authorities govern their respective areas and are 
accountable to the Ministry of Local Government. Local council members are elected 
every five years at the time of the general elections. Political parties also nominate 
council members in proportion to the number of votes they receive during the 

                                                   
30 This section is mainly drawn from the World Food Programme (WFP) Country Programme for Kenya, 

2009-2013. 
31 The Kenya Integrated Household Budget Survey 2005/2006 classifies households as facing food 

poverty when their food consumption levels ―are insufficient to meet their basic daily energy 
requirements of 2,250 kilocalories per adult equivalent‖. Food poverty is measured by consumption 

expenditure, designated as less than KES 988/month for rural inhabitants and less than 

KES 1,474/month for urban inhabitants. 
32 Source: Basic Report on Well Being in Kenya, Kenya National Bureau of Statistics, 2006. 
33 http://www.usaid.gov/our_work/humanitarian_assistance/disaster_assistance/countries/kenya/ 

template/ fs_sr/fy2010/kenya_fi_fs09_09-30-2010.pdf (February 2011). 
34 Source: Kenya Integrated Household Budget Survey, 2005/06. 
35 Source: Ministry of Health, University of Nairobi, SOMANET, UNICEF, 2000. Anaemia and the Status of 
Iron, Vitamin A and Zinc in Kenya in: WFP Country Programme for Kenya, 2009-2013. 
36 An ongoing administrative and territorial reform in Kenya has led to a sharp increase in the number of 

districts, from 71 in 2007 to 258 in 2010. 

http://www.usaid.gov/our_work/humanitarian_assistance/disaster_assistance/countries/kenya/template/%20fs_sr/fy2010/kenya_fi_fs09_09-30-2010.pdf
http://www.usaid.gov/our_work/humanitarian_assistance/disaster_assistance/countries/kenya/template/%20fs_sr/fy2010/kenya_fi_fs09_09-30-2010.pdf
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elections. The councillors then elect their mayor and chairperson and their deputies. 
District commissioners are appointed civil servants.  

22. Over the last two decades or so, governance has been recognized as a major 
constraint to economic growth and poverty reduction in Kenya. The World Bank 
Development Research Group measures37 six governance attributes for all 
countries: (i) voice and accountability; (ii) political stability and absence of 
violence; (iii) government effectiveness; (iv) regulatory quality; (v) rule of law; and 
(vi) control of corruption. For the 13 years measured between 1996 and 2009, as 
shown in table 4, all Kenya‘s scores fell in negative territory. Kenya improved its 
voice and accountability significantly more quickly than other countries when it 
transformed itself from a one-party state, but with regard to all other attributes 

other than control of corruption, it regressed compared with other countries. The 
2010 corruption perception index of Transparency International ranks Kenya 154 
out of 178 countries assessed.  

23. On the other hand, Kenya continues on a path of slow growth in spite of the 
challenges. Kenya is a dynamic African nation in political and economic transition 
and aiming to progress into an emerging market status. The hopes contained in 

Kenya‟s Vision 2030 are not all idle dreams. Significant changes have happened in 
Kenya recently that will have a bearing on activities in the agricultural sector. A 
new Constitution has been overwhelmingly voted into existence, bringing with it 
both opportunities – improved governance and accountability, devolvement to the 
grass-roots – and challenges – possibility for more tightly constrained budget as 
the new national governance system is implemented with attendant adjustment 

costs potentially reducing resources available for development programmes, and 
legislative ones as Parliament strives to enact a large number of new laws.  

Table 4 
World Bank Governance Ratings for Kenya 

Governance Indicators 2009 2007 2005 2003 2000 1998 1996 

Voice and accountability -0.32 -0.13 -0.21 -0.40 -0.79 -0.87 -0.83 

Political stability -1.30 -1.08 -1.08 -1.17 -1.16 -0.97 -0.72 

Government 

effectiveness 

-0.66 -0.57 -0.80 -0.71 -0.66 -0.74 -0.20 

Regulatory quality -0.17 -0.26 -0.30 -0.16 -0.30 -0.36 -0.36 

Rule of law -1.07 -0.95 -0.94 -1.01 -0.98 -1.17 -1.11 

Control of corruption -1.11 -0.92 -1.02 -0.85 -1.03 -1.16 -1.08 

Source: World Governance Indicators http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.asp (February 2011).  

24. Policies for economic growth and poverty reduction. The Government‘s first 
long-term economic development plan was outlined in the National Poverty 
Eradication Plan for the period 1999-2015, which was designed to address poverty 
and espoused the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), particularly that of 
reducing poverty by half by 2015. To be able to benefit from International Monetary 
Fund and World Bank support, the Government prepared an Interim Poverty 
Reduction Strategy Paper for the period 2000-2003, which aimed inter alia at 
improving governance, security, equity and people‘s participation. After the new 
government came to power at the end of 2002, an Economic Recovery Strategy 
(ERS) for Wealth and Employment Creation was prepared for the period 2003-
2007. This changed the thrust of the poverty reduction strategy paper, emphasizing 
economic growth and greater support for the private sector as the drivers of 

poverty reduction. It also reiterated the interim PRSP‘s two additional pillars of 
poverty reduction, namely, equity and improved targeting in ensuring access of the 
poor to basic services, and better governance, including the strengthening of public 
safety, law and order. 

                                                   
37 The units of measure follow a normal distribution with a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one 

in each period, resulting in scores generally falling between +2.5 and -2.5. 

http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.asp
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25. Kenya Vision 203038 is the country‘s new development blueprint, replacing the 
National Poverty Eradication Plan and covering the period 2008-2030. Its overall 
objective is to bring about a greater and more sustainable growth of the economy 
in a more equitable environment, accompanied by increased employment 
opportunities. Agriculture, livestock and fishing is one of six priority sectors39 
expected to deliver 10 per cent annual growth. Special attention is to be given to 
investment in ASAL districts, communities with a high incidence of poverty, 
unemployed youth, women and all vulnerable groups.  

26. The Kenya Medium-Term Plan 2008-2012 is the first in a series of successive five-
year plans to implement Kenya Vision 2030. The Government of Kenya appears on 
course in terms of its commitment to market reforms. This is not expected to 

change and this is good for most development partners including IFAD given its 
growing commitment to market driven commercialization of smallholder agriculture. 

B. Agriculture and Rural Development40 

27. Agriculture is the cornerstone of Kenya‘s economy. It contributed around 28 per 
cent of GDP in 2009. The sector accounts for 65 per cent of Kenya‘s total exports 

and provides more than 19 per cent of formal employment. The agriculture sector 
comprises of six sub-sectors – industrial crops, food crops, horticulture, livestock, 
fisheries, and forestry – and employs such factors of production as land, water and 
farmer institutions (cooperatives, associations). Industrial crops contribute 17 per 
cent of the agricultural GDP and 55 per cent of agricultural exports. Horticulture is 
now the largest sub-sector and contributes 33 per cent of agriculture GDP and 38 
per cent of export earnings. Food crops contribute 32 per cent of agriculture GDP 
but only 0.5 per cent of exports, while the livestock sector contributes 17 per cent 
of the agricultural GDP and 7 per cent of exports. It also contributes 7 per cent of 
the country‘s overall GDP. Livestock and fisheries sub-sector have huge potential 
for growth that has not been exploited. The main food crops are maize (1.6 million 
ha in 2007), wheat, sorghum, millet, cassava, potato and sweet potato. Main 
exports are tea, coffee and fresh vegetables. Livestock plays a major role in food 
security and the economy, particularly in ASAL areas where it accounts for 
approximately 90 per cent of employment and 95 per cent of household income. 

28. In Kenya, growth of the national economy is highly correlated to growth and 
development in agriculture. In the first two decades after independence, the 
agricultural sector, and in turn the national economy, recorded the most impressive 
growth in sub-Saharan Africa at average rates of 6 per cent per annum for 
agriculture and 7 per cent for the national economy. During this period, small-scale 

agriculture grew rapidly. This growth was spurred by expansion because there was 
ample land and better use of technology. Moreover, agricultural extension and 
research were supported by the Government. The Government also established and 
supported many agricultural institutions such as farmer cooperatives and those for 
agricultural inputs, marketing, credit and agro-processing. Budgetary allocation to 
the agricultural sector during this period was at an average of 13 per cent of the 
national budget. 

29. However, this growth was not sustained. Between 1980 and 1990 the sector 
recorded an average annual growth rate of 3.5 per cent that reduced to 1.3 per 
cent in the 1990s. The main reasons for this decline were low investment in the 
sector, mismanagement, virtual collapse of agricultural institutions and, more 
importantly, negligence of agricultural extension and research. Investment in the 
sector was at its lowest during this time with budgetary allocation declining to as 
low as 2 per cent or less of the national budget. 

                                                   
38 Kenya Vision 2030 – Popular Version, 2007. 
39 Together with tourism, wholesale and retail trade, manufacturing, business process outsourcing, and 
financial services. 
40 This section largely draws on the Government‘s Agriculture Sector Development Strategy 2010-2020, 

second reprint 2010. 
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30. The decline in growth started to reverse in the first half of 2000 when the average 
growth rate picked up to 2.4 per cent. The Government identified the agricultural 
sector as a priority, hence key to economic growth. It gradually started to put more 
investment in the sector and to increase its budgetary allocation to an average of 
4.5 per cent of the national budget. By 2008, the sector was receiving 4.5 per cent 
of the budget. These gains were set back by the violence following the 2007 
general elections, the crises caused by escalating global food and fuel prices of 
2008, and the financial crises of 2008/09 to the extent that the agricultural sector 
reflected a negative 2.5 per cent in 2008. It is imperative that this recent 
downward trend is arrested quickly to put agriculture back on the trajectory of 
2003-2007. This is possible since the plans and institutions that spurred growth in 

2007 are intact and can be made more efficient and effective. 

31. About 80 per cent of all people working in agriculture are smallholders. Small-scale 
farmers account for over 75 per cent of the total national agricultural output, 
producing 70, 80 and 70 per cent, respectively, of the country‘s maize, milk, and 
beef. The cultivated area was about 5.73 million ha in 2005, of which 5.26 million 
ha were arable land and 0.47 million ha sown to permanent crops. The crucial roles 

played by women have been highlighted as well by Morel-Seytoux (2000).41 In the 
gender review of the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 
programmes in Kenya, it was established that women were key agricultural 
producers in Kenya, as well as throughout the East Africa region, contributing to 
75-80 per cent of all labour in food production and 50 per cent in cash crop 
production – while receiving only 7 per cent of agricultural extension information. 
In addition to labour contributions, women are increasingly becoming farm 
managers and heads of farm households, with estimates that over 40 per cent of all 
smallholder farms are managed by women in Kenya. Additionally, 47 per cent of 
micro- and small-enterprises are women-owned, with recent data suggesting that 
this number will continue to rise. This is a positive development for women, albeit 
that credit is still out of reach for them. 

32. The 2010-2020 Agriculture Sector Development Strategy identifies a number of 

challenges and constraints to enhancing the performance of the agriculture sector. 
These include: inadequate national budget allocation, reduced effectiveness of 
extension services, low absorption of modern technology, high costs and increased 
adulteration of key inputs, limited capital and access to affordable credit, pre-and 
post-harvest losses, heavy livestock losses to disease and pest, low and declining 
soil fertility, inappropriate legal and regulatory framework, inadequate disaster 
preparedness and response, multiple taxes, weak surveillance of offshore fishing, 
inadequate infrastructure, insufficient water storage infrastructure, inadequate 
storage and processing facilities, inadequate markets and marketing infrastructure, 
HIV/AIDS, malaria, water-borne and zoonotic diseases.  

33. At the same time, the strategy identifies a number of opportunities. These include: 
abundant human resources, new and expanding domestic, regional and 
international markets, potential for increasing production of traditional commodities 
including the vast livestock potential in the ASALs and fisheries potential of the 
Indian ocean, vast irrigation potential which is severely underexploited, potential 
for increasing yields of crops and livestock, and value addition including processing, 
branding, quality certification as well as farm-level quality improvements that the 
market values. 

34. More specifically, Kenya‘s agriculture is predominantly rainfed. Of the total land 

areas under agriculture, irrigation accounts for only 1.7 per cent but contributes to 
3 per cent of the GDP and provides 18 per cent of the value of all agriculture 

                                                   
41 Morel-Seytoux, S. 2000. Review of Gender Issues in the USAID/Kenya Integrated Strategic Plan (ISP) 
2001-2005: Democracy and Governance, Economic Growth, Population and Health, and Natural 

Resources Management; Development Alternatives Inc.; International Center for Research on Women 

Academy for Educational Development; Development Associates, Inc., Washington, DC. 
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produce, demonstrating its potential in increasing production and productivity. 
Kenya has an estimated irrigation potential of 1.3 million ha, yet currently merely 
114,600 ha of irrigation have been developed. Of the available irrigation potential, 
540,000 ha can be developed with the available water resources, while the rest of 
the area will require water harvesting and storage. 

 
 
 
 
 

35. Less than 20 per cent of Kenya‘s land mass has medium to high agricultural 
potential and supports about 70 per cent of the population. The remaining 80 per 

cent lies in the ASALs, where sustainable rainfed crop production is limited by water 
deficits – an indication that the country‘s potential for rainfed agriculture is low, 
which alone cannot meet the challenge of achieving food security. There is pressure 
on land with agricultural potential and population migration to the ASALs is likely to 
increase.  

36. Institutional framework for delivering agricultural services. The agriculture 

sector in Kenya is characterized by a complex institutional setting with no less than 
10 ministries. In July 2003, responsibility for agriculture was divided between three 
ministries, namely, MoA, Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries Development (MoLFD) 
and Ministry of Cooperative Development and Marketing (MoCDM). The latter was 
established in recognition of the importance of the cooperative movement in 
procuring agricultural and livestock inputs, marketing outputs and organizing 
finance for cooperatives in the agricultural economy. MoCDM was expected to 
revitalize the growth and development of a viable cooperative movement through 
developing policies, programmes and enabling environments that would allow any 
cooperative movement to prosper. There are 31 parastatals under the MoA 
umbrella, and three parastatals and two statutory bodies under the MoLFD 
umbrella. As the CPE will show, another parastatal, the Kenyan Agricultural 
Research Institute (KARI), was instrumental in developing new agricultural 
technologies, many of them for improved crop varieties, which the IFAD 
projects/programmes under review were able to select and promote for adoption. 

37. The agricultural sector ministries established the Agricultural Sector Coordination 
Unit (ASCU) in 2005 to address the fragmentation of responsibilities between 
agriculture and rural development-related ministries, development partners and the 
private sector. As the Government decentralizes decision-making to stakeholders, 
the local-level governance and development structures will eventually become more 

A farmer changes the position of a 

sprinkler in a carrot field. 
Source: Giacomo Pirozzi (IFAD) 
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involved in managing development activities at community level. The local-level 
governance and development structures will, through appropriate participatory 
methodologies, determine the priority development aspirations and initiatives of 
their communities and lead in their implementation. ASCU will link the sector 
players and provide an enabling environment for sector-wide consultations along 
the various levels of implementation, from the division to district to national level. 

38. Government strategies for agriculture and rural development. An early 
framework for rural development was the 1983 District Focus Policy for Rural 
Development (DFRD). The idea was that DFRD would broaden the base of rural 
development by encouraging greater participation and thereby facilitate the 
identification of problems, mobilize resources and develop and implement project 

designs. But there were serious drawbacks. District-level authorities often lacked 
the necessary resources and expertise to meet their responsibilities, and only a few 
financial delegations were made to them. Development committees were often 
made up of representatives of line ministries reluctant to devolve responsibilities to 
the district level.42 District officials were not elected. Kenya‘s administrative 

structure remained very hierarchical and centralized.  

39. In 2001, DFRD was followed by the Kenya Rural Development Strategy, which 
departed from DFRD in its strong focus on the empowerment of rural beneficiaries; 
the need to strengthen budget execution to ensure that resources reached 
communities; combating corruption; and involving the private sector, NGOs and 
community-based organizations (CBOs) in rural development. While the strategy 
was never implemented, much of its thinking was incorporated into the ensuing 

PRSP.  

40. The new Millennium coincided with greater donor focus on poverty reduction. The 
World Bank required countries to produce a PRSP as a condition for access to new 
concessional lending. The Agriculture and Rural Development Sector chapter in the 
interim PRSP underscored the critical importance of high and sustainable 
agricultural growth in order to reduce poverty. The subsequent IP-ERS43 was 

concerned to reverse recent trends of low growth in agriculture and promised 
comprehensive and far-reaching reforms to promote productivity growth and lower 
the costs of agricultural inputs, particularly among smallholders and subsistence 
farmers.  

41. In March 2004, MoA, MoCDM and MoLFD jointly launched the Strategy for 
Revitalization of Agriculture (SRA), 2004–2014 as a sector response to the ERS. 
The strategy addressed the poor performance of the agricultural sector and sought 
to redefine the role of the Government in developing the sector. It also envisaged 
making the agriculture sector more commercially oriented, competitive and capable 
of attracting private investment and providing higher incomes and employment. 
The role of government (which was left to a certain amount of interpretation) 
seemed to be focused on providing a limited range of services and carrying out 
regulatory functions that were inappropriate for self-regulation governed by 
industry codes of conduct.  

42. At the time, the Government established an agriculture sector coordination unit to 
organize the implementation of the strategy. The idea was that the unit would 
coordinate the three rural sector ministries (each of which would post two members 
to the unit) and be supported by three advisors funded respectively by the United 
States Agency for International Development (USAID), Danish International 

Development Assistance (DANIDA) and the German Agency for Technical 
Cooperation (GTZ, now named GIZ). The unit has addressed its responsibilities 
primarily through the establishment of a number of thematic working groups 

                                                   
42 Poole, Joyce H. and Leakey, Richard E., Kenya in Lutz, Ernst and Caldecott, Julian Oliver ed, 
Decentralization and Biodiversity Conservation, World Bank, 1996, pages 55-63. 
43 Government of Kenya, Investment Programme for the Economic Recovery Strategy for Wealth and 

Employment Creation, 2003-2007, 2004.  
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(TWGs), the first four of which were to examine policy, extension and research, 
food security, and trade and markets. The SRA was widely endorsed by Kenya‘s 
development partners, who have done much to harmonize their programmes with 
the SRA and, for certain sub-sectors, have established a basket funding mechanism 
to support mutually agreed SRA activities. 

43. The new Agriculture Sector Development Strategy (ASDS) 2010-2020 was defined 
in 2010, to build further on the gains made by the SRA. The ASDS overall goal is to 
achieve an average growth rate of 7 per cent per year in agriculture over the next 
10 years. The growth of the agriculture sector is anchored in two strategic thrusts: 
(i) increasing productivity, commercialization and competitiveness of agricultural 
commodities and enterprises; and (ii) developing and managing the key factors for 

production. The sub-sector strategic focus of the ASDS is: (i) crops and land 
development; (ii) livestock development including in the ASALs which are richly 
endowed with natural resources that can be used to develop meat, honey, gum and 
resin, and emerging livestock industries; (iii) fisheries sub-sector; and the 
(iv) cooperative development. In terms of production factors strategic focus, the 
ASDS would prioritise: (i) improving water resources and irrigation development; 

(ii) land use; (iii) developing Northern Kenya and other ASALs; (iv) improving 
management of the environment and natural resources; (v) developing river basins 
and large water body resources; and (vi) forestry and wildlife resources.  

44. A Medium-Term Investment Plan (2010-2015) has been prepared and reflects the 
Government‘s comprehensive sector-wide approach to agricultural development 
and food security enhancement. It captures the diversity of agro-ecological 

conditions facing sector participants. Its proposed investment areas emerge from 
the strategic thrusts prioritised in the ASDS. An important observation is the need 
for additional analysis on value-chain approach for specific commodities. For these 
strategies to succeed the Government has re-asserted commitment to market 
reforms, especially divesture from public enterprises as well as reforming and 
streamlining research, extension and educational institutions. With an estimated 
8.5 million farmers who are mostly smallholder producers, the MoA plans to classify 

these farmers so as to differentiate them along lines of potential for commercial 
production and participation. The ASDS also places emphasis on Government‘s 
partnership with the business sector and civil society. 

45. Government strategies for water and sanitation. From the 1990s, when efforts 
to achieve the MDGs began, Kenya had been increasing access to water and 
sanitation services by only a few percentage points every five years, as presented 

in the table 5 below. 

Table 5 
Movement Towards Meeting the Millennium Development Goals for Water and Sanitation 

  Years, Percentage of Population 

Use of 1990 1995 2000 2005 2008 

Improved water sources, urban  91 89 87 85 83 

Improved water sources, rural 32 38 43 48 52 

Improved water sources, total 43 48 52 56 59 

Improved sanitation facilities, urban 24 25 26 27 27 

Improved sanitation facilities, rural 27 28 30 31 32 

Improved sanitation facilities, total 26 27 29 30 31 

Source: Joint Monitoring Programme, WHO and UNICEF, 2010. 

46. Realizing the slow pace in developing water services, and in line with the wider 
reform agenda, the Government was obliged to make a series of critical reviews 
and policy pronouncements on sector development and management. The sector 
reforms took form and shape with the development, in 1999, of a sector policy 
paper, Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1999 on the National Policy on Water Resources 
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Management and Development (the Water Policy).44 The policy became the 
blueprint for sector development and proposed a broad paradigm shift – for the role 
of the Government to change from that of a service provider to facilitator and 
regulator of other sector players. The reforms, which were wide-ranging, were 
given a legal kick-start with enactment of the Water Act of 2002,45 implementation 
of the reforms began immediately thereafter in 2003.  

47. While the Ministry of Water and Irrigation (MoWI) retained the policy formulation 
role, the Water Act separated the management of water resources and 
development of water services and transferred their regulation to the Water 
Resources Management Authority and the Water Services Regulatory Board, 
respectively. The Act further decentralized service provision by creating regional 

water service boards for water service provision, and catchments area advisory 
committees for water resources management. Other key institutions created by the 
Act include the Water Services Trust Fund and the Water Appeals Board (WAB). The 
role of the Water Services Trust Fund is to assist in the financing water supply 
projects in areas that are inadequately provided for. On its part, the WAB‘s 
responsibility is to mediate any disputes that may arise between the different 

stakeholders in the water sector. The reforms have now been completed and all the 
institutions created by the Act are in place and operational. 

48. Of particular relevance to the water supply facilities supported under the IFAD-
funded country portfolio is the Act‘s requirement that the Water Services Boards 
(WSBs) should delegate service provision to more localized Water Service Providers 
(WSPs). The WSPs may be individuals, NGOs, CBOs and other community and self-

help groups (SHGs). The WSBs have continued to appoint WSPs, which enter into 
service-provider agreements that contain performance benchmarks developed by 
the Water Services Registration Board. Some of the projects implemented under 
the IFAD-funded portfolio, such as the large piped schemes, may qualify as WSPs. 

49. Now, in view of recent draughts, water and irrigation have become one of the up 
most urgent issues in Kenya. It is estimated that intensified irrigation can increase 
agriculture productivity fourfold and, depending on the crops, incomes can be 
multiplied ten times.46 The Government formulated a new National Irrigation Policy 
that is now under Cabinet‘s consideration.47 IFAD supported the policy 
development, in particular for sensitising parliamentarians and others to the main 
provisions contained therein. The National Irrigation Policy‘s main components are: 
(i) intensifying and expanding irrigation, rainwater harvesting and storage for 
agriculture, (ii) rehabilitating and protecting water catchments; and (iii) 

implementing the irrigation flagship projects48 identified in Vision 2030. 

50. Arid and semi-arid lands (ASALs) strategy. ASALs represent an underexploited 
potential for the development of Kenya. They are home to 50 per cent of the 
country‘s cattle herds and account for 80 per cent of its eco-tourism potential. By 
choosing more drought-resistant crops, which are now available, ASALs could 
produce a greater proportion of the country‘s staple crop output.49 A GTZ (now 

called GIZ) study50 claims that there is great potential for small-scale irrigation 
schemes in Kenya, including the ASALs, and sets the potential area with irrigation 

                                                   
44 The National Policy on Water Resources Management and Development. Ministry of Water 
Development, 1999. 
45 The Water Act, 2002. Government Printer, Nairobi 2002. 
46 Agricultural Sector Development Strategy 2010-2020, page 11. 
47 Oral communication to the post evaluation mission by the Permanent Secretary of the Ministry for 
Water Resources and Irrigation.  
48 These include expanding several existing schemes, the Yatta canal extension, constructing and/or 
rehabilitating dams and draining areas (ASDS2010-2020), page 58. 
49 Research4life, Unlocking the farming potential of ASALs in Kenya, http://www.research4life.org/ 
casestudies_3_agrikenya.html. 
50 GTZ. Financing Small-Scale Irrigation in Sub-Saharan Africa, Volume 2, Country Case Study Kenya, 

December 2006.  

http://www.research4life.org/%20casestudies_3_agrikenya.html
http://www.research4life.org/%20casestudies_3_agrikenya.html
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at 540,000 ha. More recently, simple rainwater51 harvesting techniques are seen as 
relevant and promising for ASALs.52 According to the Government, DFRD was 
unsuccessful because it lacked a clear implementation framework, beneficiary 
involvement in design and implementation, and the necessary political will.53 The 
National Policy for the Sustainable Development of Arid and Semi-arid Lands of 
Kenya, 2006, aims at improving the standard of living of the ASAL population by 
appropriately integrating ASALs into the mainstream national economy and by 
implementing social development in an environmentally-sustainable manner. The 
policy is to provide the framework for a coherent approach to ASAL development 
based on a new understanding of the different livelihood systems and causes of 
poverty in such areas. 

C. Profile of the Donor Community 

51. Development assistance.54 Commitments to official development assistance 
(ODA) to Kenya have increased tenfold in the period from 2002 to 2009, reaching 
US$3.1 billion. Kenya experienced a dramatic build-up in nominal aid flows in the 
1980s, up to a historic high in 1989/90 when net ODA averaged US$1.6 billion (in 
2006 constant terms) annually. From the early 1990s, however, there was a 
slackening of donor support. Kenya‘s share of all development aid to Africa has 
declined substantially over time, from 4.16 per cent in the 1980s to 2.18 per cent 
over the period 2000-2006. Kenya is therefore not considered to be a highly aid-
dependent economy.  

52. Kenya has received approximately 70 per cent of its total aid from bilateral donors. 
The share of multilateral aid increased moderately in the 1980s and early 1990s, 
primarily owing to the disbursement of World Bank lending under structural 
adjustment programmes, but the bilateral share has since risen again with the 
decline in adjustment lending after 1991. Bilateral aid has been mainly in the form 
of grants (72 per cent), the share of grants having increased in recent years, 
whereas multilateral aid has been mainly provided as loans (86 per cent). The 
principal source of multilateral loans has been the World Bank group, accounting for 
almost 80 per cent of total loans in the period under review. 

53. The same source indicates that ODA commitments to agriculture went up in 
nominal terms from US$58 million in 2000 to US$156 million in 2009. ODA 
commitments to agriculture were around 6 per cent of total ODA commitments 
between 2001 and 2004. IFAD‘s contribution to agriculture and rural development 
in Kenya amounted to an average of 4 per cent relative to government agriculture 
and rural development expenditure. 

54. World Bank. The Bank‘s new CPS 2010-2013 for Kenya was approved in March 
2010.55 With this new CPS, the Bank intends to make a catalytic contribution to 
Kenya's continuing transformation to a middle-income country. The strategy has 
three main pillars including promoting Kenya‘s growth potential, reducing inequality 
and social exclusion, and managing resource constraints and environmental 
challenges. Agriculture features under the first pillar (Kenya‘s growth potential). 
The main objective of Bank‘s involvement is to promote innovative, commercially-

                                                   
51 The ASALs receive between 200 and 800 mm of rain on average per year. 
52 Kenya Engineer. Role of Rainwater Harvesting in Sustainable Development, 
http://www.kenyaengineer. 

com/newsdetails.php?NewsID=194&AuthorID=45&CountryID=7&NewsTypeID=1 5&IssueID=30. 
53 Government of Kenya. Arid and Semi Arid Lands (ASAL) National Vision and Strategy, Natural 

Resource Management, 2005-2015, 2005, page 3. 
54 Most recent data in this section is drawn from the OECD creditor reporting system. In addition, the 

following papers were consulted: Francis M. Mwega, A Case Study of Aid Effectiveness in Kenya, 
Volatility and Fragmentation of Foreign Aid, with a focus on Health, Wolfensohn Center for Development, 

Working Paper 8, January 2009 and Shantayanan Devarajan/David R. Dollar/Torgny Holmgren, Aid and 
Reform in Africa, Lessons from Ten Case Studies, The World Bank, April 2001. 
55 World Bank. CPS for the Republic of Kenya for the Period FY 2010-2013, Report No. 52521-KE, 

March 2010. 
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oriented, competitive and modern agriculture sector. They will do so by contributing 
to increasing productivity and ASAL development.  

55. African Development Bank (AfDB). The AfDB‘s country strategy paper 2008-
201256 builds on the following two pillars: (i) supporting infrastructure development 
for enhanced growth; and (ii) enhancing employment opportunities with a view to 
reducing poverty. Pillar I focuses on development of national roads, increase supply 
of electricity, improved access to safe water and enhanced capacity for water 
resources management, improved hygiene, and reduce costs of doing business 
(e.g., in terms of women‘s enterprise support, community empowerment, etc.). 
Pillar II aims to ensure improved livelihoods for vulnerable groups including through 
agriculture (e.g., livestock, horticulture, farm improvement, etc.) and 

environmental management activities, and increase access to employment through 
skills development. 

56. UNDP. This organization‘s Country Programme Action Plan57 states that UNDP will 
contribute to Kenya‘s development through four key programmatic component 
goals: (i) offer expanded opportunities to its poor; (ii) enhance empowerment of 
Kenya‘s citizens; (iii) guarantee better levels of security to its people; and 

(iv) ensure the long-term sustainability of the Kenyan nation. As UNDP has a 
generic development mission, synergy potentials for rural poverty reduction are not 
evident, but are probably latent. 

57. The Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA), headquartered in 
Nairobi, is sponsored and funded by Bill and Melinda Gates and Rockefeller 
Foundations. AGRA continues to make investments aimed at commercialization of 

small to medium scale farmers. AGRA has four major programs: seeds; soils; 
markets; and policy. Their priorities include promoting seed and fertilizer industries 
as well as strengthening extension systems, and increasing access to rural finance 
and markets in Africa.  

58. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO). FAO‘s main 
in-country programmes include: a special programme for food security including 
crop intensification, livestock diversification and water control; a national 
programme for food security including community grants for agricultural 
productivity increase, capacity building, nutrition improvement, rural income 
generation and school feeding programmes; emergency prevention system for 
transboundary animal and plant pests and diseases focusing on rift valley fever, 
foot and mouth disease, and rinderpest; emergency and rehabilitation by, inter-
alia, maximising food production through provision of seeds, tools, fertilizers and 

veterinary supplies, early detection, prevention and control of avian influenza; and 
rehabilitation of fields, pastures and key infrastructure. 

59. Bilateral donors. The Department for International Development (DfID) (United 
Kingdom) is one of the major bilateral donors operating in Kenya. Since 2004 and 
with its Country Assistance Plan (CAP) of the same year, DfID Kenya has adopted a 
cautious approach to aid instruments involving a predominantly project-based 

mode and moved towards sector-wide approaches or sector budget support where 
there was evidence of the Government delivering on reforms. None of DfID‘s four 
key CAP objectives is specifically geared towards rural areas although one objective 
is to promote economic growth, which ultimately benefits poor people.  

60. Since 1975, GTZ has been working in Kenya on behalf of the German Federal 
Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development. Its priority areas are: 
(i) reform of the water sector; (ii) development of the health sector; and 
(iii) private-sector promotion in agriculture, especially for small and medium-sized 

                                                   
56 AfDB. Kenya, country strategy paper 2008-2012, Country and Regional Department − East A (OREA), 

November 2008. 
57 http://www.ke.undp.org/aboutus/3. 

http://www.ke.undp.org/aboutus/3
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enterprises. As far as these priority areas are concerned, (i) and (iii) are 
particularly meaningful for IFAD.  

 
 

III. Strategy adopted by IFAD and the Government 

61. The aim of this chapter is to give an overview of the country strategies developed 
by IFAD and the Government in Kenya since 2000. In fact, it focuses on providing a 
summary of the only two Kenya COSOPs available – dated 2002 and 2007 
respectively – so that readers can familiarize themselves with how the country 
strategy has evolved over time. The chapter also includes a snapshot of the 
projects funded by IFAD since 2000, following the adoption of each COSOP. This 
chapter does not analyse the relevance and effectiveness of the COSOPs, which will 
be covered in chapter VI of the report. 

62. COSOPs, as instruments for defining IFAD‘s overall co-operation in reducing rural 

poverty with recipient countries, were introduced around 1996. Before 1996, there 
was no single document that captured IFAD‘s strategic objectives and activities in a 
particular country. A country strategy could however be constructed ex-post by 
reviewing the key objectives of projects financed by IFAD in the country. The initial 
COSOPs prepared were largely internal IFAD Management documents, written with 
limited participation and inputs of in-country partners. Over time, this changed 
significantly, with a greater role for government, civil society, NGOs, academics and 

Key points 

Kenya has a population of 39.8 million. Around 80 per cent of the people live in rural areas. Around 15.5 million 
rural poor people lived on less than one and half dollars per day in 2009. 

 The country’s GDP per capita is around US$738. Annual economic growth gradually increased between 
2003 and 2007 reaching 7 per cent, but decreased significantly after that due to post election violence as 
well as the global financial and economic crises. In 2009, economic growth was around 2.6 per cent.  

 According to the World Bank’s 2008 World Development Report, Kenya is classified as an agriculture-
based country, albeit relatively close to migrating into the cluster of transforming countries. 

 Overall economic growth is closely related to growth in the agriculture sector. Agriculture contributed 
around 28 per cent of GDP and 65 per cent of exports in 2009.  

 About 80 per cent of all people working in agriculture are smallholders living on subsistence farming. 
Smallholder agriculture is constrained by poor access to land and water, as well as by inadequate service 
delivery and marketing opportunities.  

 In 2008, agriculture was allocated around 4.5 per cent on national budget, which is well below than the 10 
per cent annual allocation agreed by the African Ministers of Agriculture in Maputo in 2003.  

 The ASALs cover around 80 per cent of the country’s land and include 30 per cent of national population. 
Around 11 million people live in the ASALs, out of which 7 million live on less than US$1 per day. The 
number of rural poor in the ASALs would be higher if measured by those earning less than US$1.25 per 
day. Most people who live in the ASALs derive their livelihoods from the livestock sector, which 
contributes 17 per cent to the country’s agriculture gross domestic product and 7 per cent of Kenya’s 
overall GDP. The development of ASALs and the livestock sector are key priorities in the Government’s 
new Agriculture Sector Development Strategy for 2010-2020.  

 Kenya’s agriculture is still predominantly rainfed. The country has an estimated irrigation potential of 1.3 
million ha, yet only 114,600 ha of irrigation have been developed. Less than 20 per cent of Kenya’s land 
mass has medium to high agricultural potential. The remaining 80 per cent – as mentioned above – is in 
the ASALs.  

 The ASALs represent an underexploited potential for development of the country, especially in terms of 
value addition to livestock products, irrigated crop farming, fishing, eco-tourism, development of cottage 
industry, mining, and biodiversity.  

 There is increasing pressure on land in medium and high potential areas. Given its agricultural potential, 
population migration to ASALs is likely to grow.  

 Given that other donors are providing relatively limited resources to the Kenyan agriculture sector, based 
on its comparative advantage, specialization and track record, IFAD has an important role to play in 
promoting the small-scale agriculture in the country.  
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others at the country level. In fact, in September 2006, the Board adopted a 
revised framework for developing ―results-based country strategic opportunities 
programmes‖. 

63. The first COSOP for Kenya was presented for consideration by the Board in 
September 2002. The main reason why the first COSOP was only prepared in 2002 
is because IFAD operations in Kenya had been largely suspended between more or 
less 1995 and 2000, due to poor project performance, weak management and non-
compliance with some loan covenants (e.g., lack of financial accountability, 
especially non-submission of audit reports). The second one, which was results-
based, was presented to the Board five years later in September 2007. It is 
expected that the Government and IFAD will jointly prepare the next results-based 

COSOP, following the completion of this CPE. 

A. Evolution of the Country Strategy 

64. IFAD’s engagement before 2000. IFAD financed nine projects in Kenya between 
1979 and 1996, the year when it suspended its operations in the country. Four of 
the nine projects were classified as agriculture development, three as research (and 

extension), and one each as rural development and livestock development, 
respectively. Of the nine projects, six were IFAD-initiated, whereas three were 
initiated by the World Bank and co-financed by IFAD. One project was co-financed 
in the 1990s with the BSF.JP, which expanded the sub-sector coverage to include 
domestic water supply, sanitation and health. All projects were implemented mainly 
in medium to high potential areas in the south west of the country. All IFAD loans 
to these nine projects were provided on highly concessional terms, with supervision 
done either by the World Bank or United Nations Office for Project Services 
(UNOPS).  

65. In 1995, IFAD fielded a countrywide review and in 1996 suspended disbursements 
on its entire loan portfolio owing to the Government‘s failure to adhere to key 
fiduciary covenants, as mentioned above, notably regarding the submission of audit 
reports. Two IFAD-funded projects (the Western Kenya District-based Agricultural 
Development Project and the Second National Agricultural Extension Project) were 
closed prematurely for apparently similar reasons, and intensive discussions were 
held with the Government about appropriate remedial measures.  

66. At the end of 2000, IFAD approved its first new project in Kenya in more than four 
years, the Central Kenya project covered by the evaluation. A review of IFAD and 
BFS investments in Kenya in 2001, together with feedback from previous projects, 

signalled the need for greater and clearer focus on poor rural people, in line with 
the National Agriculture Extension Policy of 2000. In the interests of achieving 
greater poverty reduction impact, IFAD decided to further concentrate its efforts in 
medium to high productive potential areas, and to a lesser extent in arid and semi-
arid pockets where people face variable climatic conditions.  

67. The 2002 COSOP. This country strategy stated that IFAD‘s broad goal in the 

country would be rural poverty alleviation and the promotion of food security. It 
would pay consistent attention to maintaining and regenerating the renewable 
natural resources that underpin the economy. In this regard, it aimed to promote 
the equitable distribution of natural resources. It would achieve its goal by 
supporting community-identified and prioritized economic and social development 
activities. 

68. The COSOP essentially divided its attention between what it called ‗high and 
medium-potential zones‖ where settled agriculture was the norm, and ASAL 
pockets within these zones but with no extensions to contiguous ASALs. More 
specifically, in medium to high potential areas, IFAD was planning to support better 
market linkages for smallholder producers including efforts for value addition to 
raise incomes and privatization. It would contribute to increasing productivity by 
developing and disseminating appropriate agricultural technologies, promoting off-
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farm income-generating activities for smallholders, encouraging community 
participation through training, policy development and capacity development. For 
the lower-potential areas, IFAD would focus on supporting on-farm investment 
particularly in irrigation, promoting appropriate cropping techniques and increasing 
access to inputs, livestock development, support services and marketing. It also 
noted that based on grant funds it would address the HIV/AIDS crisis, but also 
promote social empowerment as a basis for economic empowerment. 

69. Furthermore, the COSOP identified eight ―strategic areas of concentration‖. These 
included: improving service delivery in rural areas including local level institutional 
development; cost-effective implementation modalities including provision for 
involving a variety of operators such as the private sector, NGOs, and other 

international or bilateral organizations; community empowerment to develop 
ownership by maximising community contributions; build awareness about the 
environment and promote technical change for agriculture for improving production 
and productivity; promote market integration among the rural poor; expand access 
to rural financial services; contribute to better gender equality and women‘s 
empowerment especially among women headed households; and monitoring and 

evaluation (M&E). 

70. In terms of partnerships, the COSOP emphasised partnership in different thematic 
areas with the Government of Kenya, selected bi-lateral donors including DFID, 
GTZ, SNV, SIDA, and USAID, and various multilateral organizations such as AfDB, 
FAO, OPEC Fund, and World Bank. It also underlined policy dialogue priorities which 
would be important for IFAD to get involved in. These were rural finance and 

natural resources management especially related to access rights to water 
resources, the forestry bill and the microfinance bill. It would also engage the 
Government in policy dialogue on flow of funds mechanisms, project management, 
auditing arrangement, and the importance of M&E.  

71. Four broad project ideas were identified in the COSOP on conservation and land 
use, community empowerment, rural technology adaptation and dissemination, and 
promoting smallholder marketing. There was no indication of the loan amount that 
would go along with these projects. The Fund did in fact finance four projects 
following the adoption of the 2002 COSOP, which include the Mount Kenya East 
Pilot Project for Natural Resource Management, the Community Development 
Project SNCDP, the Smallholder Dairy Commercialization Programme and the 
SHOMAP. Data on these projects may be seen in table 2 and annex IV. 

72. The 2007 COSOP. This country strategy was based on the new result-based 

format adopted by the Board in September 2006. The overall goal was the 
intensification, diversification, commercialization, and value additional in the 
production system. It had more clearly defined three strategic objectives: 
(i) improving delivery of services to the rural poor by strengthening the capacity of 
the public and private sector and civil society organizations; (ii) increasing incomes 
for the rural poor through improved access to and utilization of appropriate 

technologies, markets, and community-owned productive and social rural 
infrastructure; and (iii) increased investment opportunities for the rural poor 
through improved access to rural financial services. 

73. In terms of targeting, the 2007 COSOP noted that IFAD assistance would be aimed 
at improving the lives of poor small producers, agro-pastoralists, and pastoralists in 
medium to high potential areas as well as the ASALs. However, the COSOP states 
that most of the interventions in the ASALs will only be through IFAD grants.  

74. The COSOP states that the Fund will engage Government in policy dialogue in the 
implementation of the strategy for revitalizing of agriculture, by participation in the 
agriculture and rural development sector donors‘ group. Contributions were also 
specifically to be made to policies in the dairy and horticulture sub-sectors, 
including the Dairy Industry Bill, the Feed and Fertilizer Bill, the Feed Policy and the 
Horticulture Policy. Related regulatory institutions will be supported to ensure the 

http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1234/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1234/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1243/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1243/project%20overview
http://operations.ifad.org/web/ifad/operations/country/project/tags/kenya/1305/project%20overview
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effective operationalization of the legal framework that these agricultural laws and 
policies represent. IFAD also was to participate in policy dialogue with government 
and other donors to address key policy issues relative to ASALs in the areas of 
diversification of sources of income; improving natural resource management and 
utilization by reviewing existing land use policies and land tenure systems; 
improving pastoral productivity through conservation of the environment; 
improving markets to mobile pastoralists; and providing financial services to 
nomadic pastoralists. 

75. The principal form of partnership is IFAD‘s participation in the Kenya Joint 
Assistance Strategy (KJAS). There will be partnership development with a large 
number of NGOs and private sector service providers under the new COSOP. This 

will include contracting non-state actors for selected services, such as value chain 
analysis, business training for farmer groups and rural infrastructure development; 
forging links with institutions that can provide rural financial services to IFAD‘s 
target group; and capacity building for private operators who deliver essential 
services to farmers but can do so better, such as stockists providing inputs, traders 
buying produce, and agencies supplying market information. CBOs, which are 

already a key partner under ongoing projects, will become more important over 
time.  

76. There is no tentative indication of the level of resources that would have been made 
available to the country in the 2007 COSOP period, although there is a discussion of 
the performance-based allocation score for Kenya. Three new multi-sectoral 
projects were to be financed by IFAD following the 2007 COSOP and two new single 

sector projects with a focus on agriculture marketing. As a matter of fact, only one 
new project has been approved thus far by the Board in September 2010 for an 
IFAD loan amount of US$29.3 million on promotion of financial innovations and 
technologies. This project has a national coverage, and is cofinanced with AGRA 
and the private sector.  

77. Component analysis. The CPE undertook a component analysis of all projects 
covered by the evaluation, with the aim of determining the sub-sector allocations 
since 2000. This entailed grouping of similar components across projects and 
aggregating the corresponding loan amounts allocated to them. Broadly speaking, 
the following is the breakdown of resources by component: (i) rural finance (18 per 
cent total loan amounts since 2000); (ii) community empowerment, group 
development, organizational enterprise and skills development (17 per cent); 
(iii) access to markets and value chains (17 per cent); (iv) project management (17 

per cent); (v) water resources management (10 per cent); (vi) agriculture 
technology including research and extension (9 per cent); (vii) institutional and 
policy support (5 per cent); (viii) social and physical infrastructure (2 per cent); 
and (environmental conservation (1 per cent). Through this high level component 
analysis, it is however not to determine loan allocations to sub-components and the 
diverse range of activities financed.  

78. COSOP management and results management framework. A mid-term review 
of the 2007 COSOP was planned in 2009/10. The 2007 COSOP results management 
framework maps the country strategy‘s strategic objectives with key objectives in 
the Government‘s Vision 2030 and other key national policy documents (such as 
the PRSP). Eleven outcome indicators have been established against the three 
COSOP strategic objectives. Eleven additional COSOP ―milestone‖ indicators have 
been defined, which are more at the output level. The results management 

framework also includes five policy and institutional objectives, which are also 
mapped against the COSOP‘s overall strategic objectives. Finally, the indicators in 
individual projects were to be aligned to the indicators in the 2007 COSOP results-
management framework. The COSOP results-management framework has been 
reproduced in annex X.  
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79. Country programme management. IFAD opened a Kenya country presence 
office (CPO) in 2008 with a Nairobi-based country officer and a Rome-based CPM. 
Currently the CPO is staffed with an out-posted CPM/IFAD Representative, an out-
posted associate country programme manager, and a country programme 
assistant. One programme assistant, based at headquarters, provides support to 
the Kenya country programme on a part time basis – as he also serves as 
programme assistant for other countries. The CPM is responsible for country 
strategy development, project design and supervision and implementation support, 
as well as non-lending activities including policy dialogue, knowledge management 
and partnership building. A country programme management team (CPMT), 
comprising the country presence staff, officials from ongoing projects, desk officers 

from concerned Ministries and other partners is responsible for providing inputs in 
the design and implementation of the country programme. All ongoing projects are 
currently under direct supervision and implementation support by IFAD. In fact, 
IFAD started undertaking direct supervision and implementation support in all 
Kenya projects soon after the approval by the Board of the supervision policy in 
December 2006. The main interlocutor of IFAD in the country is the MoA (the 
Minister of Agriculture is Kenya‘s Governor to IFAD), and there is close dialogue and 
partnership among sector ministries and other ministries involved in rural 
development such as Planning, Roads and Health. 
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Figure 2 
IFAD Project Areas, ASALs and Population Densities 

 
  
Source: IFAD, 2007 COSOP, EB 2007/91/R 12. Source: Abass A M, Drought in Kenya and National Development, Arid Lands Resource. Management Project, Special Programmes, Office of the 
President, non-dated. Source: CIESIN, Columbia University, 2005. 
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Table 6 
Summary Description of the two Kenya COSOPs  

Principal Elements 2002 COSOP 2007 COSOP 

Overall goal Rural poverty reduction and promotion of food 

security. 

Intensification, diversification, commercialization, and 

value additional in the production system 

Major strategic 
objectives 

Maintaining and regenerating renewable natural 
resources; and economic and social 

development activities. 

Improve delivery of services to the rural poor; Increase 
incomes for the rural poor through better access to 

markets, technologies and social rural infrastructure; 
and improved access to rural financial services 

Geographic 
priority 

Mostly medium to high potential areas in 
Central Kenya, Western Province, Nyanza, Rift 

Valley, and Eastern Province. 

Similar to 2002 COSOP, with somewhat more attention 
to ASALs to be covered mainly by grant activities. The 

only project financed thus far after 2007 COSOP 
however has a nation-wide reach. 

Sub-sector 
focus

58
 

Community development including gender; 
horticulture; dairy; natural resources and 

environment management; pro-poor technology 
(research and technology); marketing access 
and value chain development; rural finance, 

rural infrastructure; health, domestic water, and 
sanitation; livestock development; irrigation and 
water management; capacity building including 

business skills; institution strengthening; and 
HIV/AIDS. 

Rural finance; agricultural marketing; capacity building 
of public and private sector and civil society; rural 

infrastructure including rural roads, health and water; 
sustainable natural resources management including 
land and water; improved agriculture technology; input 

and output markets; livestock development; and 
HIV/AIDS 

Main partners 
institutions

59
 

Ministries of Agriculture, Finance, Planning, 
Livestock, Fisheries, Environment and Natural 

Resources, Water and Irrigation, Provincial and 
District authorities, BSF and GEF. 

Ministries of Agriculture, Finance and Planning, 
Provincial and District Authorities, AGRA, Equity Bank 

and other private sector providers 

Main target group Smallholders farmers, women-leaded 
households, landless and near landless. 

Women and youth; poorest, subsistence smallholders 
and pastoralists; poor, semi-subsistence smallholders 

and pastoralists with marketable surplus; landless or 
near landless 

Funding
60

 US$102.2
61

 US$29.9 

Country 

programme and 
COSOP 
management 

CPM based in Rome with one programme 

assistant. CPMT established during the COSOP 
period. Supervision of all projects (except for 
the Smallholder Horticulture Marketing Project) 

was being done by UNOPS until more or less 
2007. COSOP did not have results framework, 
and no MTR of COSOP was envisaged.  

IFAD country presence office (CPO) established in 

Nairobi in 2008. Currently CPM located in Nairobi, with 
Associate CPM and country programme assistant. One 
Programme Assistant (part time) based at 

headquarters. IFAD country team is responsible since 
around 2007 for direct supervision and implementation 
support of all ongoing projects, country strategy 

formulation, project design, as well as non-lending 
activities. The CPMT supports CPM in country 
programme management. COSOP has coherent results 

framework and MTR of COSOP undertaken in 2009/10. 

                                                   
58 Reflects the sub-sector focus outlined in the COSOP as well as the projects funded following the 

adoption of the corresponding COSOP.  
59 Refers to those institutions involved in execution of projects approved after the respective COSOPs 

and for dialogue on major issues related to the country programme. 
60 This amount includes loans and country specific grants to Kenya. It does not include global or regional 

grants that cover Kenya, as it is not possible to determine the resources allocated from such activities to 
Kenya alone.  
61 Including Eastern Province and Central Kenya Projects approved before the 2002 COSOP, they are 
part of the CPE‘s assessment.  
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IV. Portfolio performance 

A. Background 

80.  In line with the IFAD Evaluation Manual, the aim of this chapter is to generate an 
assessment of the portfolio of projects funded by IFAD in Kenya. The assessment is 
based on internationally recognised evaluation criteria, namely relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency, rural poverty impact, sustainability, innovation and scaling 
up, and gender equality and women‘s empowerment. A composite assessment of 
the project portfolio‘s overall achievement will also be generated, building on the 
assessment of each of the aforementioned criteria. As mentioned in chapter I, the 
definition of each criterion may be seen in annex II of the report.  

81. As also mentioned in chapter I, this CPE assesses seven of the 15 IFAD-supported 
projects in Kenya since 1979 (see table 2). The performance of the Kenya project 
portfolio will be benchmarked by the CPE with the performance of all IFAD-funded 
projects in East and Southern Africa, using independent evaluation data available in 

the IOE of IFAD-funded operations evaluated since 2002. This will allow readers to 
consider the performance of the Kenya project portfolio within a wider context of 
operations supported by IFAD in the same geographic region (i.e., ESA). 

82. Before discussing the CPE assessment by evaluation criterion, it is important to 
underline that it is not possible for the evaluation to determine the performance of 
each of the seven projects across all the evaluation criteria applied. This is because 
some projects (e.g., the most recent operation on rural finance that became 

effective in December 2010) are relatively young in terms of their implementation 
duration, thus limiting from a methodological perspective an assessment of their 
rural poverty impact, at this point in time. The relatively newer operations will be 
assessed for relevance, and as appropriate, some of the other evaluation criteria 

B. Relevance 

83. Relevance assesses the extent to which the objectives of the interventions are 
consistent with the Kenya COSOPs and other corporate policies/strategies, the 
national policies and strategies for agriculture and rural development, as well as the 
needs of the rural poor. Under relevance, the CPE also examines the extent to 
which overall project design was consistent in achieving project objectives, for 
example, in terms of the component mix specified, target groups selected, and so 

Key Points 

 IFAD has produced two COSOPs for Kenya, in 2002 and 2007, respectively. The 2007 COSOP is 
results-based following the new format adopted by the Board in September 2006. It includes a results 
management framework and provisions for a MTR. 

 The 2002 COSOP focused on rural poverty reduction and promotion of food security. The 2007 COSOP 
also focused on rural poverty reduction, but with greater attention to commercialization and value 
addition. 

 Both COSOPs noted that IFAD would focus mostly on medium-to-high potential areas, although the 2007 
COSOPs pays somewhat more attention to development in ASALs. It however states that involvement in 
ASALs would be mainly through grants.  

 Both COSOPs underline that IFAD assistance will be devoted to a variety of sub-sectors including, for 
example, natural resources management, environment, livestock development, water resources 
management, rural finance, value chain and market access, horticulture, dairy, agriculture technology, 
community development, and rural infrastructure. 

 The COSOPs indicate areas of priority for non-lending activities (policy dialogue, partnership building and 
knowledge management), but they do not provide any indication of resources that would be allocated for 
the purpose.  

 In terms of country programme management, IFAD established a country office in 2008. From mid-2010, 
a CPM was out-posted to Nairobi. In addition to the CPM, an associate CPM and country programme 
assistant are located in the country office.  

 All projects in Kenya were supervised by cooperation institution(s) till 2006. Thereafter, all projects have 
been brought under Government of Kenya/IFAD’s direct supervision and implementation support. 
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on. All seven projects covered by the CPE have been included in the portfolio‘s 
relevance assessment.  

84. The objectives of the seven IFAD-funded projects examined have been largely 
consistent with IFAD and government policies as well as the needs of the rural 
poor. The designs of individual projects have included positive features, even 
though in some cases the internal logic and coherence was less clearly defined. The 
projects that are considered relevant include the newly designed Rural Finance, the 
Central Kenya Dry Areas, the Mount Kenya, and the Southern Nyanza projects. The 
Smallholder Dairy Commercialization and Horticulture Marketing projects are 
moderately satisfactory, whereas the oldest project examined (covering Eastern 
Province designed in the early 1990s) is moderately unsatisfactory. 

85. Project design on the whole has been participatory involving multiple stakeholders, 

including government officials and beneficiaries. The systematic involvement of 
NGOs and community organizations in the process has also been a characteristic of 
project design, which is considered positive for achieving results and ensuring 
sustainability.  

86. The CPE found that all projects have been designed with an explicit rural poverty 
reduction focus. Two projects (Central Kenya and Southern Nyanza projects) have a 

clear community development drive approach. Poverty reduction in the old Eastern 
Province and Mount Kenya projects is based on improving access to and use of 
natural resources, especially irrigation water. The Dairy Commercialization and 
Horticulture Marketing projects aimed to reduce poverty by integrating them into 
commercial circuits. The gender dimension however only became increasingly 
visible in recent generation projects. While gender differentiation is absent from the 
logical framework (hereafter ―logframe‖) of Central Kenya project, women-related 
indicators are included in those of the Mount Kenya, Southern Nyanza, Dairy 
Commercialization and Horticulture Marketing projects. The latest project (on rural 
finance) is aimed at contributing to reducing poverty in rural Kenya, with a planned 
reduction in the national poverty line from 45 per cent in 2010 to 38 per cent by 
the end of its implementation, by making access to timely rural financial services 
and products.  

87. In the case of the Dairy Commercialization and Horticulture Marketing projects, the 

CPE believes there are constrains in their internal design logic and coherence. 
These projects should have been based on a marketing or commercialization logic, 
but in reality, they are predominantly government-led and supply-side driven. 
Insufficient efforts were made to associate private-sector service providers in their 
design and implementation. The key private-sector players in dairy and horticultural 
supply and marketing chains are far from sharing the driver‘s seat in these 
projects. The absence of private-sector logic is manifest in various aspects. For 
example, none of the activities in the pipeline, such as dairy collection centres, 
irrigation schemes for horticulture and market infrastructure, have been the subject 
of, at least preliminary, cost-benefit analyses, thus exposing the participating 
producer families to considerable financial risk. Neither of the two projects in case 
have professional staff familiar with the relevant value chains in Kenya, as most of 
them are civil servants from the MoA or other line Ministries. More seriously 
however, neither of these projects was cognisant of the fact that other entities were 

conducting value chain analyses in the same sub-sectors,62 but leaving them to be 
undertaken by inexperienced consultants. The value chain analysis in the 
Horticulture Marketing project considered only intra-district physical and value 
flows, which did not capture a comprehensive picture of horticultural trade patterns 
in Kenya. Other donors, such as USAID, appear to have significantly more punch in 

                                                   
62 R. Pelrine, A. Besigye, E. Ssebbaale, N. Awori and M. Rostal, Kenya Dairy Value Chain Finance – 

Research and Recommendations, United States Agency for International Development, Kenya, August 
2009; and D. N, Dai, , M. M. Odera, T. Reardon,. Honglin Wang, Kenyan Supermarkets, Emerging 

Middle-Class Horticultural Farmers, and Employment Impacts on the Rural Poor, World Development Vol. 
37, No. 11, pp. 1802–1811, 2009. Elsevier Ltd. 
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value chain development in the same geographic areas as Dairy Commercialization 
project, and with comparatively fewer financial resources.63 

88. It is to be noted that the relevance of targeting smallholder farmers for their 
integration into marketing channels along value chains is not questioned in terms of 
potential for reducing poverty. There are numerous references confirming the 
relevance of market access for reducing the poverty of small producers. And with 
the prospects of relatively high agricultural commodity prices in the future, small 
farmers will also have a better chance to compete.64 Moreover, by choosing 
commodities such as dairy and horticultural products, the margins in well-organized 
value chains are promising. What is inadequate in the case of Dairy 
Commercialization and Horticulture Marketing projects is the conspicuous absence 
of demand-side logic and private-sector actors in positions of conceptual and 

management influence. 

89. All projects made considerable efforts to target poor geographic zones and poor 
people, often specifying distinct poverty profiles. When revisiting what was intended 
at design, it appears that the initial targeting stringency tended to get lost in 
implementation. If targeting specifications do not find their way into objectively 
verifiable indicators in the logframes of the respective projects, there is no way of 
verifying whether the professed targeting criteria have been applied in practice. 
Target group specifications also cannot be found as variables of baseline surveys, 
where available. Consequently, it is challenging to show whether the identified 
target groups have benefited from a project. Matters are further complicated by the 
fact that baseline surveys were carried out late. For example, in the case of the 
Central Kenya project, it was undertaken five years after effectiveness. The 
baseline surveys in the Dairy Commercialization and Horticulture Marketing projects 
had not been undertaken at the time of the CPE.  

90. The Eastern Province project is the only one included in the CPE‘s assessment to 
have been rated as moderately unsatisfactory in terms of relevance. The project‘s 
risk-management approach was deficient because it did not involve the then 
Ministry of Cooperatives and Marketing (or the preceding institutional set-up for 
cooperatives development), which was subsequently reluctant to buy into the 
project. With cooperatives central to irrigation systems and marketing central to the 

sale of produce, this decision was fatal to the likelihood of project success.  

91. In conclusion, an arithmetic average calculation of the ratings for relevance of the 
seven projects considered would provide a score of 4.3, and the corresponding 
classification for the relevance of the project portfolio be therefore be moderately 
satisfactory. However, in the end, the CPE has decided to exclude the relevance 
rating of the Eastern Province project in the final assessment of portfolio 
performance. This is because the project was designed in the early 1990s, and 
initiated by the AfDB and not IFAD. Therefore, excluding the Eastern Province 
project, the CPE assesses the relevance of the Kenya project portfolio approved 
since 2000 as satisfactory. In fact, although the CPE has assessed the Eastern 
Province project across all evaluation criteria, it will be excluded – for the 
aforementioned reasons – in determining the final Kenya CPE portfolio performance 
ratings for each evaluation criteria. 

C. Effectiveness 

92. In assessing effectiveness, the CPE aims to determine the extent to which the 
objectives of the projects financed by IFAD were achieved. Four of the seven 
projects covered by the evaluation were included in the analysis and rated 
individually for effectiveness, namely the Eastern Province, Central Kenya, Mount 
Kenya, and Southern Nyanza projects. The remaining three projects (Dairy 
Commercialization, Horticulture Marketing, and Rural Finance) have been 

                                                   
63 USAID, Kenya. The Kenya Dairy Sector Competitiveness Program (KDSCP), http://kenya.usaid.gov/ 
programs/economic-growth/KDSCP.  
64 AfDB/IFAD. The changing context and prospects for agricultural and rural development in Africa, 
Tunis/Rome, 2009, page 35. 

http://kenya.usaid.gov/%20programs/economic-growth/KDSCP
http://kenya.usaid.gov/%20programs/economic-growth/KDSCP
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considered in the analysis of effectiveness but not rated individually, as they are in 
relatively early stages of implementation.  

93. To facilitate the task of readers of this CPE report, the section on effectiveness has 
been organised according to four key dimensions found in the seven projects 
analysed. These include infrastructure, agriculture, marketing and institutional 
approach. These four dimensions were selected by the CPE, as they consistently 
appeared in the objectives of the projects approved by IFAD in Kenya since 2000.  

94. Infrastructure. The two community-based projects in Central Kenya and Southern 
Nyanza have been implementing infrastructure under their public health centre and 
domestic water supply components. Under the public health centre component, 
construction of infrastructure under the Southern Nyanza project was meant to 
―establish sustainable gender balanced access to essential health care through … 

health infrastructure improvement and environmental sanitation and hygiene‖; and, 
under the Central Kenya project ―to improve the health status of the target group 
through one key output, improved access to good quality health services (both 
facility and community-based health services)‖. The underlying theme for the two 
projects was that the infrastructure would contribute to improving the health and 
overall wellbeing of the target population. 

95. With regard to water supply, the objective of the Central Kenya project was to 
improve health status and food security, farm income and nutrition of the target 
population, while the Southern Nyanza project aimed to ―increase and improve 
accessibility to domestic water for the rural population‖. In terms of actual 
construction, the two interventions have built infrastructure that resulted in the 
provision of improved water, benefiting about 157,000 people and improved access 
to health facilities for about 199,000 people. The respective impact assessment 
studies by the projects went further, documenting empirical evidence of 
improvements in the lives of the target population as a direct result of the 
infrastructure.  

96. For instance, the project impact assessment study65 carried out in 2009 by the 
Southern Nyanza project reports that reliance on water from Lake Victoria during 
the dry season had fallen from 43.3 per cent at baseline to 22.2 per cent by the 
time of the study. Furthermore, the survey findings indicate that the majority (92.5 

per cent) of respondents undertake some form of water treatment before using the 
water. Also, there had been a change in behaviour with respect to waste handling, 
with a total of 47.4 per cent of respondents reported to be burying or burning 
waste compared to 22.9 per cent at baseline. There was also a significant 
improvement in basic sanitation practices, such as the use of dish racks and toilet 
facilities. Regarding the distances that respondents had to travel to the nearest 
health facilities, about 75 per cent reported that they were able to reach such 
facilities at a distance of 3 km or less, which contributes considerably to the 
wellbeing of rural populations.  

97. Similarly, for the Central Kenya project, a rapid impact assessment study66 carried 
out in 2007 indicated that, where health facilities had been constructed, the 
distances to such facilities had been reduced remarkably – reductions of 3-22 km. 
At the same time, the districts witnessed a consistent improvement in hygiene and 

sanitation practices, as evidenced by increased use of ventilated improved pit 
latrines, dish racks, compost pits and household-level water treatment. For 
instance, use of ventilated improved pit latrines in Kirinyaga increased from 3 per 
cent of households before the project to 15 per cent by the time of the study. 
Similar increases were noted in other districts in Central Kenya, as follows: from 1 
per cent to 5 per cent in Nyandarua; from 2 to 26 per cent in Nyeri; from 2 to 
27 per cent in Muranga South; and from 3 to 9 per cent in Thika.  

98. In both projects, the studies report that in the focal development areas where 
water supply projects had been constructed, distances to safe water sources had 

                                                   
65 Log Associates, Project Impact Assessment Report, SNCDP July 2009. 
66 CKDAP PMU. Rapid Impact Assessment Report, CKDAP, Nyeri 2008. 
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been significantly reduced to even below the recommended 1.5 km for low-
potential areas. The protection of the wells and springs led to improvements in both 
the quality and yields of water from them, thereby reducing both the chances of 
contracting water-borne diseases and the time taken to fetch water. Where piped 
water schemes had been constructed, the distances to water sources were reduced 
to zero since the households received water directly in the homesteads. In Muranga 

South, where springs with limited distribution systems had been constructed, the 
distance was reduced to around 0.3 km. Similar reductions were noted in the 
Southern Nyanza project areas. 

99. One point to note regarding the quality of water is that in some of the activities, 
such as the piped schemes in Thika, water came from polluted rivers and therefore 
could not be considered as safe. The communities have been sensitized to the need 

to treat the water before human consumption, and while some households reported 
they were treating it by boiling or using chlorine-based solutions, not all of them 
could afford to do so. The same may be said of the water from dams and pans.  

100. Agriculture and natural resources. The PPA by the CPE of the Mount Kenya 
project and the preliminary impact surveys of the Central Kenya and Southern 
Nyanza projects suggest that they have been, or are, effective in bringing about 
significant increases in productivity, food security and incomes. Observed 
productivity leaps on a scale from one to three are not uncommon. However, 
project records and preliminary impact surveys do not indicate the number of 
adopting and benefiting households, thereby making it difficult to estimate the 
extent of effectiveness in numbers of households or people, unlike in the case of 
infrastructure. For the Dairy Commercialization and Horticulture Development 
projects, even a qualitative assessment of effectiveness would, at best, be 
speculative and has therefore been refrained from. Direct and anecdotal evidence 

collected by the mission, however, confirms that the participating farm families are 
already reaping tangible benefits in terms of increased productivity as a 
consequence of project inputs. There are three reasons for productivity 
improvements. These include: the very low productivity levels prevailing at project 
inception; the widespread availability of improved crop varieties (tissue culture 
bananas, maize, cassava, pineapple) and animal breeds such as cattle, dairy goats 
and poultry; and because the provision of irrigation water proved to be a strong 
driver of increased productivity in practically all activities.  

101. Marketing. Surplus production must be sold in markets in order to raise income. In 
the case of the Eastern Province project, weaknesses in this regard have been 
discussed in the earlier section on relevance. In spite of an overall satisfactory 
project effectiveness, the PPA of the Mount Kenya project stressed that promoting 
market access for the increased production was the weakest link in project 
performance. In the Central Kenya and Southern Nyanza projects, no particular 
marketing problems have been recorded, possibly because of the vicinity of urban 
consumption centres. Regarding the marketing prospects of Dairy 
Commercialization and Horticulture marketing projects, CPE‘s reservations have 
been articulated in the previous section on relevance.  
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102. Institutional approach. All the projects in the Kenya portfolio have been or are 

being implemented by government line agencies. The main burden rests with 
district-level civil servants who, in addition to normal lines of command, are also 
required to report to the IFAD project management units, which are located in the 
provinces involved, or elsewhere centrally in the case of a project covering several 
provinces. This was not always the case. The project management unit of the 
Central Kenya Project was at the Ministry of State for Planning, National 
Development and Kenya Vision 2030 in Nairobi until 2004, which resulted in limited 

project implementation and monitoring capacity. The project management unit of 
the Eastern Province Project was never decentralized because Nairobi was deemed 
to be central considering the areas covered by that project. Field operations took 
place in the operational districts. 

103. The fact that all projects – to varying degrees of intensity – promote, train and 
coach CBOs is a driver of effectiveness. Without the involvement of local people 
organized for this purpose and their participation in cash and/or in kind in the 
building of infrastructure, managing drinking water supply systems and health 
facilities, and in operating agricultural extension networks, the projects would have 
been less effective. Therefore, the conscious inclusion of the target population is 
part of an institutional approach that fosters empowerment and ownership.  

104. Overall, the CPE rates the effectiveness of the project portfolio in Kenya as 
moderately satisfactory. 

D. Efficiency 

105. Efficiency is a measure of how economically resources and inputs (funds, expertise, 
time, etc.) are converted into results. The Kenya CPE has used a variety of 
indicators to assess the efficiency of the projects.  

106. The implementation time overrun per project is around 3-4 years. On average, each 
of the seven projects considered by the CPE has taken more or less 9 years for 

completion, without taking into account that four of the seven projects are still 
under implementation and might be extended further. This is less favourable as 
compared to the ESA regional averages of 7.63 years in 2010.  

107. All the project management units visited complained about the serious delays that 
their lead ministries incurred in issuing the Authority to Incur Expenditures (AIEs) – 
a pre-requisite for implementing project activities. As a rule, AIEs become available 

only several months after the start of the financial year, thereby bringing project 
activities almost to a halt every year. In addition, AIEs tend to split the annual 
budget allocations into four equal instalments, a funding pattern that rarely 

Beneficiaries sell vegetables at a local market. 
Source: Giacomo Pirozzi (IFAD) 
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responds to typical investment requirements.67 Other issues of concern are the 
limits of initial deposits in the special project accounts and the fact that, as a 
general rule, it can take several months to replenish the special accounts. Both 
problems significantly limit the implementation capacity of the portfolio, and have 
led some of them to devising coping mechanisms. These have included the 
managers personally following up on each withdrawal application through the 

administrative circuit in Nairobi until submission to the IFAD country office. The 
views of the project managers with regard to implementation (annex VI) 
corroborate the above and lead to the conclusion that severe limitations in fund 
flows are a major cause of constrained efficiency. 

108. Another way of looking at efficiency is to make a comparison between physical 
progress and expenditures. This can be most suitably done with infrastructure. A 

substantial portion of Central Kenya and Southern Nyanza project budgets are 
allocated to infrastructure. Table 7 suggests a pervasive discrepancy between 
physical progress and expenditures against budgets. With regard to increased costs 
of typical construction materials, the average price hikes of 30 per cent seen 
between 2007 and 2010 do not fully explain the anomalies shown in table 7. Unit 
costs for infrastructure, while mostly in line with comparable undertakings in 
Kenya, show exceptional deviations of up to 300 per cent (per square meter costs 
of buildings, for instance, vary between KES 10,000 and KES 35,000).  

Table 7 
Comparison of Physical Progress Against Expenditures, 2009 

Category of 

Infrastructure 

Central Kenya Project Southern Nyanza Project 

Physical Progress in per 

cent of Appraisal 
Estimates 

Budget Spent in per 

cent of Total 

Physical Progress in per 

cent of Appraisal Estimates 

Budget Spent in 

per cent of Total 

Water supply  40 77 42 75 

Public health 76 92 20 40 

Source: Project briefs. 

 
109. Compared with the ambitions and complexities of each project, in terms of their 

development hypotheses, multiple components, multi-stakeholder profiles and 

institutional partnerships, overall project management performance is not up to the 
mark. There are many reasons for this pervasive phenomenon. The constrained 
implementation capacity of district and divisional staff is one limitation; the inertia 
of the government apparatus is another. Anomalies in unit price structure generally 
also hint at governance problems, on top of other factors, such as inflation that 
may drive price volatility.  

110. On the other hand, IFAD-funded projects in Kenya have gone a long way towards 
increasing accounting efficiency within a cumbersome pattern of bureaucracy where 
everything was driven by paper-based vouchers between district offices and the 
project management units. The motor behind this initiative was a finance officer in 
the Southern Nyanza project, who devised an Access-based system that captured 
all heads of accounts, in accordance with the charter of accounts of the Kenyan 
public administration. This has made it possible to book all project-related 
expenditures into a ledger and to send expenditure statements to the project 

management unit in digital form, which is now in a position to draw up monthly 
expenditure statements electronically and to produce outputs in the formats most 
used by the Government and IFAD. The Mount Kenya and Central Kenya projects 
have adopted the same system, and it is reported that the Dairy Commercialization 
and Horticulture Marketing projects intend to do so. The openness to innovation 
within projects, and collaboration between them has helped to ease the burden of 
cumbersome fund management and accounting procedures.  

111. Efficiency is a particularly critical issue in the case of the Eastern Province project, 
with its highly unsatisfactory rating. At project completion, costs for project 

                                                   
67 Ibid., paragraph 112. 
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management and monitoring had reached 49 per cent of total expenditures against 
an appraisal estimate of 12 per cent. Of greater concern, however, was the fact 
that 23 per cent of total project costs were shown as unallocated, meaning that 
they were unaccounted for and that, consequently, this case of obvious 
mismanagement was never addressed.  

112. In conclusion, some of the main reasons for weak efficiency include slow 
procedures for replenishing project special accounts, delays in payment of services, 
high overall project management costs as a proportion of total project costs, 
multiple components and institutions involved in project execution, and in some 
cases, cost overruns that are hard to explain. Therefore, efficiency is rated as only 
moderately unsatisfactory (3) across the entire portfolio.  

E. Rural Poverty Impact 

113. Rural poverty impact is defined as the changes that have occurred or are expected 
to occur in the lives of the rural poor as a result of development interventions. The 
IFAD evaluation manual disaggregates the assessment of rural poverty impact into 
five domains: (i) household income and assets; (ii) human and social capital and 
empowerment; (iii) food security and agricultural productivity; (iv) natural 
resources, environment and climate change; and (v) institutions and policies. 

114. In order to be able to make an appropriate impact assessment, the CPE decided to 
analyse and rate four of the seven projects covered in this evaluation. These 
include the Eastern Province, Central Kenya, Mount Kenya, and Southern Nyanza 
operations. The Dairy Commercialization and Horticulture Marketing projects – 
given their relative young age in terms of implementation – have not been rated 
but information concerning emerging impacts have been embedded as needed 
within each of the five impact domains. The most recent project on Rural Finance 

has not been treated, as it only became effective in December 2010. 

Household Income and Assets 

115. Household income provide a means to assessing the flow of economic benefits 
accruing to an individual or group, whereas assets relate to a stock of accumulated 
items of economic value. The projects reviewed all had a positive impact on 
household incomes. The operations exposed to impact surveys or PPAs revealed 
that additional income was mostly generated by productivity increases in 
agriculture and livestock, and also by the promotion of income-generating 
activities.  

116. The PPA of the Eastern Province project included a survey to gauge its impact on 
household incomes. A high proportion of the beneficiaries (78 per cent) reported 
that they were better-off today than they were seven years ago, more or less at the 

beginning of the project. However, around 50 per cent of non-beneficiaries also 
claimed a similar improvement during that period. Therefore, the CPE believes 
there was either an overall improvement in the project area or that there had been 
a positive spill-over effect in the form of indirect beneficiaries.  

117. The proxy indicators of money saving, labour hiring and cash crop production were 
used to determine financial changes in the households benefiting from this 
intervention. In this regard, 43 per cent of the beneficiaries had savings (compared 
with 27 per cent of the non-beneficiaries), of which 62 per cent reported an 
increase since the beginning of the project (compared with 46 per cent of the non-
beneficiaries). In 2008, 71 per cent of the beneficiaries were hiring additional 
temporary labour for their fieldwork (compared with 42 per cent of the non-
beneficiaries), of which 25 per cent hired more than 31 labour days (compared with 
6 per cent of the non-beneficiaries). 65 per cent of those hiring labour stated that it 
was more than they had done before project implementation (compared with 47 

per cent of the non-beneficiaries). 80 per cent of the beneficiaries reported an 
increase in yields of irrigated crops since the beginning of the project, which is 
likely to have had a positive impact on incomes as well, even though this is not 
easy to quantify. Box 1 summarizes some of the results emerging from the Mount 
Kenya impact study. Similar success stories have been reported by the Central 
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Kenya and Southern Nyanza projects. However, neither has been the subject of a 
final impact assessment. 

Box 1 
MKEPP Case Studies of Impact on Income and Assets 

 In Gaatia Umoja Farmer Field School (Imenti South), beneficiaries increased their incomes through sales of 
tissue culture bananas. The income of one farmer increased from KES16,000 before the project to KES 
135,000 after project interventions. 

 A case study of Enamo SHG Tree Nursery (Mbeere District) shows increased incomes of KES2,000 per 
member from the sale of tree seedlings over a three-month period. One farmer sold a total of 6,000 tree 
seedlings for about KES60,000 in 2008, compared with the 1,200 seedlings he produced before project 
interventions in 2004.  

 The Wamiti Community Organization (Kiriari FDA–Kapingazi river basin), which mostly comprises women, 
had no income from tree seedlings before project interventions. Thanks to the project, the group has sold 
10,660 tree seedlings per year since 2006, at KES20 per seedling.  

 Jacob Kiriungi (Kathita river basin), who owns an Umoja tree nursery and used to produce 400 seedlings per 
year before the project, has now raised 6,000 seedlings and sold them at an average price of KES15 per 
seedling. Thanks to sales of these seedlings, he has been able to build a better house, and to buy five 
goats, a motorized water pump and a small water tank.  

 Alex Ngari of Thamari Association in Embu has made a significant jump from working as a farm employee 
earning KES3,500 per month. While still employed, he spent his evenings growing cabbages on his family 
farm and earned KES48,000 from the sale of them. He left employment in March 2009 to work full-time on 
his own farm. By the time of the present CPE, and despite the severe drought that reduced irrigation water 
significantly, Alex has made a total of KES121,000 from the sale of butternut squash, chillies, tomatoes and 
cabbages. With this income, he has bought two dairy cows and two goats, is fully able to take care of his 
family and ailing mother, and pay school fees for a seven year-old child. He now has five employees, one of 
whom is a records clerk. In terms of gender relations within the family, his wife claimed that they plan 
everything together. The transformation of Alex from employee to employer is likely to influence others, 
particularly young people who often avoid agricultural work.  

 
118. In all the projects visited by the CPE team, it was not easy to measure the impact 

on women‘s income because gender desegregation was limited. While the design of 
the Southern Nyanza project was sensitive to gender equality and women‘s 
empowerment, the baseline68 and interim impact surveys69 did not capture gender-

specific income information.  

Human and Social Capital and Empowerment 
119. The aim of this impact domain is to assess the changes that have occurred in the 

empowerment of individuals, the quality of grass-roots organizations and 
institutions, and the poor‘s individual and collective capacity.  

120. Impact is more prominent in the Central Kenya and Southern Nyanza projects 

because of their strong focus on social development, particularly health, sanitation 
and domestic water. It is particularly prominent in the Southern Nyanza operation 
given its emphasis on adult literacy activities. Both the projects reported reduced 
incidence of morbidity and mortality thanks to better access to health and water 
facilities with project support.70 

121. The CPE found evidence of an ongoing change in the role of women in the various 
SHGs and CBOs. Traditions in some of Kenya‘s ethnic groups have tended to 

exclude women from attending meetings together with men, or to take the floor 
and participate in decision-making. There is a visible difference today. Women‘s 
participation in adult literacy classes seems to be one of the ingredients that 
facilitate such changes.  

122. All projects have invested in capacity-building to strengthen the cohesiveness of 
groups and, subsequently, the management capacity of sustainable enterprises. 

Measuring the extent to which the groups have achieved adequate capacity levels 

                                                   
68 SNCDP, Baseline Survey, Final Draft Report, Log Associates, September 2006. 
69 Republic of Kenya, SNCDP, Interim Project Assessment Report, 2009. 
70 SNCDP Impact Assessment, page 69. 
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has been difficult to date owing to the lack of a systematic assessment tool. The 
exception here is the Dairy Commercialization project, which has adopted the 
―mode approach‖,71 but the project was not included in the impact assessment as it 
only recently got under way. Moreover, indicators for group sustainability have not 
been well defined in the logframes. Consequently, baseline and impact surveys 
have paid little attention to measuring human and social capital and empowerment. 

In general, all projects have yet to strengthen enterprise building. However, the 
mission observed some groups with good management capacity, especially water 
user groups and health facility management committees in the Central Kenya 
project, such as the Kamumwe water project (box 2). Women appeared to play a 
substantial role in all the water user groups.  

Box 2 
Kamumwe Water Supply System (CKDAP) 

 
 

Food Security and Agricultural Productivity 

123. This impact domains aims to assess changes in food security relate to availability, 
access to food and stability of access, whereas changes in agriculture productivity 
are measured in terms of yields.  

124. The CPE found that there have been improvements in food security, mostly as a 
result of increased agricultural productivity. Surveys conducted by Central Kenya 
project72 indicate a reduction of food-insecure months from five to one per year in 
three districts of the project areas, and a concurrent increase of agricultural 
productivity of 50-100 per cent on average, with resulting increased returns to 
labour. The CPE‘s own PPA of the Eastern Province operation73 describes similar 
trends, but claims that the productivity leaps were not sufficient to bring to zero the 
number of food-insecure months, especially during drought years. Consequently, 
project investments in irrigation water were particularly meaningful. The PPA of the 
Mount Kenya74 operation done by the CPE corroborates this finding.  

125. If productivity gains have been substantial, as direct and documentary evidence 
suggests, what were the necessary ingredients? The answer is that improved seeds, 
planting material and animal breeds were available, and that the projects in the 
portfolio were able to tap into them. Tissue culture bananas, hybrid maize seeds, 
disease-resistant cassava and productive pineapple can be purchased in the 
marketplace, and more than one improved dairy goat breed is freely available 
(German Alpine and Toggenburg). The introduction of this improved genetic stock 
made a big difference to the previous low levels of productivity.  

126. It should be borne in mind, however, that improved genetic stock requires proper 
management if it is to demonstrate its potential. All projects have invested in 

awareness-building, training and coaching of farmers, men and women alike. As 
one head of household put it: ―I was a peasant before, now I am a businessman‖. 
The secret behind this is that all projects consciously promoted cash crops and 
cash-yielding animal products, such as breeding animals, milk and eggs. Another 

                                                   
71 The ‗mode approach‘ consists in classifying SHGs into three modes, based on their organizational 

maturity and financial sustainability. The training and coaching of these groups allows them to migrate 

to higher modes. 
72 CKDAP. Trends in Livelihoods, 2009. 
73 IFAD/Republic of Kenya. PPA of Eastern Province Horticulture and Traditional Food Crops Project, 
2009. 
74 IFAD/Republic of Kenya. PPA of Mount Kenya East Pilot Project for Natural Resource Management, 
2009. 

KAMUMWE is the umbrella organization of three water users groups that ensure the common management 
of a main intake and tank. Civil works started in 2004 and completed in 2006, and the system was fully 
operational after two years. The speed at which the communities were able to mobilize funds and labour was 
extraordinary; they raised about KES 4 million, completed construction of main tank within one year, 4.2 km 
of trenching in nine days and pipe-laying in 11 days. Today, the group is able to cover all operation and 
maintenance costs by adopting a meter system. What is still needed is support in accounting and for the 
calculation of water tariffs based on all costs, including depreciation. 
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salient point is that the farmers themselves were encouraged by the projects to 
become agents of change. Another example of such emancipation is given in box 3 
below.  

Box 3 
Farmers Become Technical Advisors 

 
Profession: Technical Advisor 
 
Simon Warui, Chairman of the Nguyoini Dairy Goat SHG, used to 
be a typical small farmer struggling to make ends meet in one of 
the dryer pockets of Central Province. He was trained by the 
Dairy Goat Association of Kenya (DGAK) to provide technical 
services both to his SHG members and to dairy goat farmers, 
which is now his main occupation. He has been able to diversify 
his sources of income, and his house now has solar panels for 
lighting and a simple biogas plant that provides energy for 
cooking. 
 
DGAK provides buck rotation services to its members. Prices for 
dairy goat breeding animals have risen from KES1,500 to 
KES6,000, and demand is rising. DGAK receives income both 
from sales of breeding animals and from the services it provides, 
and its advice is much sought after by other farmers and SHGs 
wishing to adopt dairy goat breeding.  

 

 

 
 

 
127. In conclusion, when considering the relative advances made in terms of improving 

food security and agricultural productivity, it is clear that the underlying driver was 
a mix of adequate – and available – technology choices, such as improved crop 
varieties, proven methods of improved soil fertility management and the 
introduction of better performing breeds of farm animals. Intense awareness-
building, training and coaching, and the building up of social capital by farmers, 

including women, were crucial additions for the observed impact, with potential for 
replication. 

Natural Resources, Environment and Climate Change 

128. IFAD has included natural resources and environment as a main component in only 
the Mount Kenya project, and elements of it appear in the agricultural component 
of Central Kenya project, aimed at building irrigation schemes and promoting 
sustainable farming practices. The PPA of the Eastern Province operation was 

unable to assess impact on natural resources and the environment.75 In the Central 
Kenya project area, thousands of farms now have access to irrigation or micro-
irrigation systems and/or apply sustainable farming practices such as contour lines 
and grass strips. As a result, tree nurseries have now become small business 
ventures. 

129. In the case of the Mount Kenya project, the PPA was straightforward in concluding 
that the impact was significant with regard to natural resources and the 
environment, even prior to project completion. Such impact was relevant for 
mitigating the effects on natural resources and the environment and adapting to 
climate change.76 The following are some salient features of the operation: 

(i) Vegetation. Tree cover has greatly increased in the project area thanks to 
planting activities sponsored by the project on various sites, for example, in 
the forest reserve, along the riverbanks, in schools, urban centres, springs, on 

                                                   
75 ―An environmental impact assessment of the nine irrigation schemes conducted in the context of the 

project completion report (PCR) found that there was potential pollution of ground and surface water 
through leaching of fertilizers and buried pesticide residues by rainfall into water sources.  The mission 

could not verify this aspect and consequently refrains from a rating in this regard‖. 
76 IFAD/MoWI. MKEPP Mid-Term Review, 2009. 
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farms, hilltops, etc. This has ensured that most of the demand for wood is 
met because an estimated 80 per cent of Kenyans living in the higher 
altitudes depend on wood for cooking and heating. Increased availability of 
wood on-farm has reduced pressure on trust lands, and thereby improved the 
integrity of the trust lands, hill tops and river banks.  

(ii) Access to water resources has increased and water kiosks have made it 
possible to distribute cleaner water within reachable distances. Closer 
availability of water has enabled community members to devote more time to 
other income-generating household activities. Also, availability of water has 
increased the level of sanitation and personal hygiene, thereby reducing the 
incidence of water-borne disease.  

(iii) The river basin management subcomponent of the project focused on water 

resources management and on better water use and efficiency for existing 
schemes. The PPA estimates that most of the measures put in place will 
greatly improve both the quality and quantity of water in rivers in Mount 
Kenya East region and, in the long run, contribute to greater efficiency in 
water use, increased river flows and reduced sedimentation. A few of the 
streams visited by the evaluation team showed a reduced sediment load 
compared with before the project, as confirmed by farmers, when they 
compared the situation before the project.  

(iv) The capacity of communities has been strengthened with regard to nursery 
and tree planting practices, agroforestry practices, soil and water 
conservation techniques and river bank/woodlot planting. All of this will no 
doubt contribute to increased adoption of soil and water conservation and to 
reducing land degradation on farmlands, river basins and trust lands, both in 
the target area and further afield.  

(v) The enhanced technical and management capacity of Kenya Wildlife Service 
and Kenya Forest Service staff under the GEF grant component is expected to 
contribute to improving the integrity of the Mount Kenya forest through better 
natural resources management and biodiversity conservation. Thanks to this, 
forest cover has already increased and human/wildlife conflicts have been 
reduced. 

130. It is also fair to note that the Mount Kenya project is considered as a best practice 
in the IFAD‘s Climate Change Policy approved by the Board in April 2010. The 
project seeks to halt the environmental degradation, flooding and drought resulting 
from deforestation and inappropriate agricultural practices in one of the regions‘ 
most vulnerable to climate change.77 

131. In the remaining projects, such as Southern Nyanza and Horticulture Marketing 

projects, the provision of irrigation water also played a certain role by putting a 
scarce but essential natural resource to use by the population. The CPE was unable 
to detect any negative impacts on natural resources and the environment in any of 
the projects under review.  

Institutions and Policies 

132. This criterion is designed to assess changes in the quality and performance of 

institutions, policies and the regulatory framework that influence the lives of the 
poor.  

133. It is fair to say that IFAD has not created a parallel system for service delivery at 
the district and subdistrict levels, where all project activities are implemented under 
the normal local government set-up. So far, this is consistent with the principles of 
the Paris Declaration, but it is a fact that relatively well-staffed programme 

management units (PMUs) are necessary to keep project implementation going. 
IFAD-supported projects have contributed to the emergence of district coordination 
mechanisms and helped to mainstream collaboration between local government 

                                                   
77 IFAIFAD/MoWI. MKEPP Mid-Term Review, 2009; and IFAD‘s Climate Change Policy, May 2010, 
page 12. 
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agencies and CBOs and SHGs. These achievements are not to be underrated 
because the responsiveness of local governments to the demands of CBOs and 
SHGs has become standard procedure, and because it is also a factor of 
sustainability.  

134. In order to improve service delivery, capacity-building has been undertaken for 
government staff involved in community development/empowerment and health 
and water supply components. However, that would have been more meaningful 
had all projects undertaken capacity assessments on a systematic basis and then 
evaluated the results. Only the Southern Nyanza and the Mount Kenya projects 
prepared a training needs‘ assessment early on. The Central Kenya project did it 
too late (in 2007-08) and the Dairy Commercialization not at all.  

135. Both value chain projects (Dairy Commercialization and Horticulture Marketing) 

have distinct components addressing the policy dimensions of their respective sub-
sectors. Project staff participate in policy-related meetings and other activities. 
However, there are two reasons for exercising caution with regard to the portfolio‘s 
effect in the institutions and policy impact domain. First, approved legislation, which 
is the tangible expression of political will, is very slowly forthcoming in Kenya. 
Second, none of the projects in the Kenya portfolio were directly involved in the 
advanced stages of policy dialogue. In any case, the issue of policy will be treated 
further in Chapter VI of the report. 

F. Other Performance Criteria 

136. The CPE also makes an assessment of the project portfolio across three additional 
criteria. These are: (i) sustainability, (ii) innovation and scaling up; and (iii) gender 
equality and women‘s empowerment.  

Sustainability 

137. Sustainability is the likely continuation of net benefits from a development 
intervention beyond the phase of external funding support. All projects, except the 
most recent rural finance operation, have been treated in this analysis. 

138. The CPE identifies a number of generic factors that are important for promoting 
sustainability in the Kenya country programme. In terms of institutional 

sustainability, IFAD-funded projects have been executed in Kenya mostly by 
Government Ministries and line departments at the provincial and district levels. On 
the one hand this is reassuring, given expectations of continuity in government 
support and commitment for agriculture and rural development projects. At the 
same time, however, the implications of the forthcoming constitutional reforms on 
the Kenyan institutional landscape are expected to be far reaching. For instance, 
Ministries and line departments are likely to be merged and/or streamlined, which 

will create at least in the interim period uncertainty about the role and 
responsibilities, and possibly vacuum in service delivery, in relation to IFAD-
supported projects. 

139. Another important feature driving sustainability is due to the participatory process 
in project design and implementation, which is generating ownership and 
commitment. For example, all projects reviewed heavily invested in strengthening 
the capacity of CBOs, and insisted on financial and in-kind contributions from them. 
This is turning out to be an essential ingredient for ensuring sustainability of 
benefits. Similarly, the use of low cost technology (e.g., for horticulture activities) 
leading to enhanced productivity has results in better revenues for the rural poor, 
resulting in communities wanting to continue their achievements. Exit strategies 
have been part of design only in more recent projects, such as the Dairy 
Commercialization and Horticulture Marketing projects, which has allowed key 
stakeholder to prepare in a coherent manner for post-project follow-up, as needed. 

Another major concern, as also reported in the 2007 COSOP, is the capacity of 
service delivery at the local level. This continues to remain weak and is a key 
concern for sustainability.  
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140. Perhaps the most serious concern to sustainability of benefits is the sub-sector 
dispersion of the Kenya country programme. Involvement in numerous sub-sectors 
is diluting resources and requires capacities in multiple thematic areas. It is also 
likely to create divided responsibilities among lead executing agencies, which might 
prove extremely difficult to reconcile in the post-project periods.  

141. The individual ratings on sustainability for the projects covered may be found in 
annex V. The overall composite rating for sustainability of the Kenya project 
portfolio is moderately satisfactory.  

Innovation and Scaling up 

142. This criteria assesses the extent to which IFAD development interventions have: 
(i) introduced innovative approaches to rural poverty reduction; and (ii) the extent 

to which these interventions have been (or are likely to be) replicated and scaled 
up by government authorities, donor organizations, the private sector and other 
agencies. 

143. The CPE found innovations promoted in the Kenya project portfolio. The 
collaboration with Equity Bank in the most recent project, which includes IFAD‘s 
contribution towards a credit guarantee fund together with AGRA, is an innovative 
example of partnership between the public and private sector and the NGO 

community (AGRA). The pioneering work related to river basin management and 
community involvement in promoting tree cover in the Mount Kenya project area 
are other examples of innovations. It in fact appears that Government is planning 
to scale up key characteristics of the Mount Kenya project in the eastern region of 
the country, whereas the World Bank has recently decided to scale up the 
operations of the recent rural finance project by providing additional resources for 
the aforementioned credit guarantee scheme. One IFAD-supported project 

introduced computer software application for improving financial management, 
which has been taken up by other projects in the portfolio. The Southern Nyanza 
project introduced the concept of local livelihoods forums to promote community 
awareness of a wide range of socio-cultural issues. The Country Office worked in 
2008 with a Masai Community on a unique adaptation of the Farmer Field Schools 
which feeds directly into the livestock value chain from management of the 
ecosystem and pasture, to the slaughter and marketing of beef, and finally to the 

productive use of waste by turning it into biogas in a concept dubbed ―From Cows 
to Kilowatts‖. The overall community driven approaches applied by IFAD in the 
context of the Central Kenya and Southern Nyanza projects for managing and 
maintained rural water supply schemes were considered innovative and have been 
scaled up with Finnish contribution in a Euro 30 million project. There are other 
examples of innovations too in different projects. 

144. These are on the whole encouraging achievements. At the same time, the CPE 
notes that innovations have been promoted in the projects in Kenya in an 
opportunistic manner, instead of charting out a strategic agenda of thematic or 
sub-sector areas of priority where innovations are most needed. The 2007 COSOP 
goes in the right direction, as it includes a useful section on innovations that could 
be pursued in line with each of the three strategic objectives contained in the 
country strategy. It does not however include priorities or expected results, nor is 
there any discussion on specific measures or resources that will be deployed for 
promoting innovations or ensure scaling up of successful innovations. In fact, the 
CPE could not find specific evidence of IFAD‘s proactive posture in promoting 
scaling up of the innovations mentioned in the previous paragraph.  

145. The individual ratings for the seven projects assessed by the CPE for innovation and 
scaling up may be seen in annex V. All in all, the CPE‘s composite rating for 
innovation and scaling up in the Kenya project portfolio is moderately satisfactory.  

Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment 

146. This section makes an attempt to assess the results achieved in promoting gender 
equality and women‘s empowerment. It covers all seven projects treated by the 
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CPE, even though the most recent operation is not rated (i.e., the one on rural 
finance).  

147. The newest IFAD-funded project on rural finance in Kenya states that at least 50 
per cent of people accessing the credit facility will be women. Its logical framework 
does not however make provision for collection of data across key indicators in a 
gender disaggregated manner. The Horticulture Marketing projects notes that ―of 
the overall target group, 36 per cent will be women‖. It does not however include 
any reference to gender or women equality in its development objectives, and the 
indicators in its logical framework do not make reference to collection of gender 
disaggregated data. The Dairy Commercialization project notes that about ―65 per 
cent of the direct beneficiaries of the programme will be women‖. But, as for the 
Horticulture Marketing project, it has no reference to gender equality or women in 

its goal and purpose statement. There is, though, some provision for the collection 
of gender disaggregated data. In general, it is somewhat unfortunate that the 
design of these three newest projects do not make more explicit reference to 
gender equality and the role of women, given that women are major players in both 
dairy and horticultural development as well as activities related to rural financial 
services. 

148. The Southern Nyanza project approved in 2003 includes a specific reference to 
gender balance in its objectives. It also makes good reference to the collection of 
gender-disaggregated data. As pointed out in Paragraph 86, women-related 
indicators are included in at least the log frames of the Mount Kenya, Southern 
Nyanza, Dairy Commercialization and Horticulture Marketing projects. 

149. In spite of the aforementioned, direct evidence collected during the CPE‘s field 
visits, focus group discussions and interviews gave the impression that women 
were in fact involved in a host of project activities, especially farming (such as tree 
seedlings) and livestock rearing (such as goats). The MTR of the 2007 COSOP 
includes some encouraging data on the involvement of women in project activities 
(e.g. number of women trained in technical, managerial and social aspects, number 
of women active savers and borrowers, number of groups with women in leadership 
positions, etc.).  

150. A recent gender assessment (2009) by ESA of the Central Kenya project 

investigated the impact of water, sanitation and hygiene interventions and their 
effect on gender roles and relations. The incidence of diarrhoeal diseases, intestinal 
worms, skin conditions and malaria has decreased, benefiting entire communities. 
This is a result of the adoption of improved sanitation and hygiene activities (such 
as use of dish racks, compost pits, water treatment and hand-washing) by men, 
women and children, and of the increased availability of water for personal hygiene. 
Women‘s back problems have also decreased, since they no longer have to carry 
heavy jerry cans back and forth every day. As a result of the promotion of water 
treatment by community health workers, increasingly women boil water for drinking 
purposes. Collecting water from within the homestead or from a nearby and 
abundant source such as a spring tap saves time and effort, leading to significant 
benefits for women and children. Women can spend more time and effort on other 
activities such as working at casual labour or in the fields, watering livestock, 
irrigating kitchen gardens or keeping their houses and surroundings clean. In 

addition, women have more time to cook meals at home and care for their children, 
with the result that family relationships are reportedly more harmonious. Some 
women have upgraded their livestock. For instance, the local zebu goat has been 
replaced by better breeds that produce more milk. 

151. In addition, the CPE held discussions with the Kenya Women‘s Finance Trust, a long 
standing grant recipient of IFAD in Kenya. The Trust is a micro-finance institution 
providing credit through groups to rural women forming small-scale businesses. 
They have played an important role in supporting women beneficiaries access rural 
financial services for on and off farm income generation activities. 
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152. In conclusion, based on the evaluation‘s own analysis as well as a review of ESA 
self-assessment data, the CPE assesses the promotion of gender equality and 
women‘s empowerment in design and implementation in the Kenya project portfolio 
as moderately satisfactory. This is largely due to the fact that newer operations 
have not given – at least in design documents – the required attention to 
promoting gender equality and women‘s empowerment.  

Overall Portfolio Achievement 

153. Table 8 provides a summary of the composite ratings of the Kenya project portfolio 
by evaluation criteria applied in the CPE. Generally speaking, apart from the 
efficiency of IFAD operations, performance in all other evaluation criteria is either 
moderately satisfactory or satisfactory. It is noteworthy that performance in the 
natural resources, environment and climate change impact domain is satisfactory, 
which is generally an area of challenge in other countries covered by IFAD 
operations. This is largely due to the good work done in the context of the Central 
Kenya and Mount Kenya projects. 

154. The overall portfolio achievement (which is moderately satisfactory) is based on 
seven criteria, namely relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, rural poverty impact, 
sustainability, innovation and scaling up, and gender equality and women‘s 

empowerment. 

Table 8 
CPE Ratings of the Kenya Project Portfolio 

Evaluation Criteria 
Kenya Project Portfolio 

Achievement 

Core performance criteria 

 Relevance 

 Effectiveness  

 Efficiency 

Project performance
78

 

 

5 

4 

3 

4 

Rural poverty impact 

 Household income and assets 

 Human and social capital and empowerment 

 Food security and agricultural productivity 

 Natural resources, environment and climate 
change 

 Institutions and policies 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

 

4 

Other performance criteria 

 Sustainability 

 Innovation and scaling up 

 Gender equality and women’s 

empowerment 

 

4 

4 

4 

Overall portfolio achievement 4 

Ratings are assigned on a scale of 1 to 6 (6 = highly satisfactory; 5 = satisfactory; 4 = moderately 

satisfactory; 3 = moderately unsatisfactory; 2 = unsatisfactory;1 = highly unsatisfactory). 

                                                   
78 As per the IFAD Evaluation Manual, this criteria is a composite of relevance, effectiveness and 
efficiency.  
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V. Performance of partners  

155. This criterion assesses, inter-alia, the contribution of partners (IFAD, Government 
and cooperating institutions) to country strategy formulation, as well as project 
design, execution, monitoring and reporting, supervision and implementation 
support.  

A. IFAD 

156. IFAD deserves credit for its capacity to restart a country programme that was 
largely defunct at the end of the last century. Since 2000, the Fund developed two 
new COSOPs for Kenya and designed six new projects. ESA was also generally 
responsive to guidance provided by IFAD‘s quality enhancement and quality 
assurance processes during COSOP and project design, for example, especially in 
recent years tried to expand partnership with the private sector. As mentioned 
before, the Fund promptly implemented the 2006 supervision policy by taking over 
directly supervision and implementation support of all operations since 2007. The 
Fund undertook a MTR of the 2007 COSOP in 2010, which served as a useful 
instrument for identifying opportunities and challenges related to the country 
programme. It strengthened its country team working on Kenya and established a 

CPO in Nairobi in 2008. It opened a regional hub in 2007 for loan administration 
purposes, which has been transformed over time into a more comprehensive 
regional office (the country presence and regional office will be treated further 
below separately).  

157. The Fund contributed as part of the United Nations in the development of the KJAS 
for 2007-2012. It has increasingly developed a good line of communication with the 
Government of Kenya, even though more could be achieved in building a stronger 
and concrete relationship with multilateral and bi-lateral organizations in the 
context of IFAD-financed projects in Kenya. It has promoted innovations (e.g., 
provision of loan funds as guarantee to expand rural finance outreach), some of 
which are now being scaled up by the IFAD itself, the Government and other 
donors. 

Key Points 

 The relevance of project objectives has been generally appropriate. However, limitations in project design 
and strategy have in some cases constrained effectiveness. For example, the two projects (respectively on 
Dairy Commercialization and Horticulture Marketing) have taken a largely government-led approach and 
would have required more genuine market integration by better assessing the needs of the poor and 
ensured greater involvement of private-sector partners.  

 Significant attention to participatory processes and community empowerment – including involvement of 
NGOs and community based organizations – have been at the foundation of projects supported by IFAD in 
Kenya, and a main driver of effectiveness. 

 Efficiency is the weakest performing evaluation criteria. Bureaucratic inertia, sluggish fund flows, multiple 
components, and the resulting limited project implementation capacity are some of the key barriers in this 
area.  

 There has been generally good impact on household income and assets, social capital and empowerment, 
natural resources management and environment, and food security and agricultural productivity. 

 Sustainability is rated as moderately satisfactory, mostly owing to the fact that the projects have built up 
broad-based SHGs and CBOs. The sub-sector dispersion of IFAD-funded activities in Kenya however 
poses challenges to ensuring sustainability of benefits as well as portfolio efficiency.  

 A number of interesting innovations (e.g., the recent partnership with Equity Bank) have been found in the 
different projects funded by IFAD in Kenya. However, both the promotion of innovations and the examples 
of scaling up have been pursued without a strategic approach.  

 There are opportunities for further emphasising the promotion of gender equality and women’s 
empowerment as part of project design and strategy. Collection of data in a gender disaggregated manner 
would help in better understanding the achievements and areas that require attention in the future. 

 On a general note, the portfolio assessment reveals that IFAD-funded activities have covered multiple 
components and sub-components and required multiple institutional partnerships and co-ordination in the 
past decade. This is leading to a fragmentation of assistance, which in the long run can constrain the wider 

contribution that the Fund can make to promoting sustainable agriculture and rural development in Kenya. 
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158. Government and other major partners underlined the value of IFAD as an important 
player in Kenya in promoting small scale agriculture development. Its bottom up 
and participatory approach to agriculture and rural development were singled out 
as the Fund‘s comparative advantage that is much appreciated by all concerned. 
They did however also mention that the Fund could take a wider role in national 
policy processes, based on its field experiences and specialization in agriculture. 

159. There are two main points that the CPE highlights that have not received sufficient 
attention and needs to be addressed moving forwards. Firstly, even though it is a 
shared responsibility with Government, M&E is a challenge. This was also noted in 
the MTR of the 2007 COSOP, which highlighted that some of the reasons for 
relatively weak performance included frequent turn-over of M&E staff, late baseline 
surveys, and inconsistency in the use of indicators in baseline surveys and project 

logical frameworks. Secondly, IFAD could have done more to ensure better linkages 
between the variety of instruments (loans, grants and non-lending activities), it has 
used to achieve the country strategy objectives (this will be discussed in more 
detail in chapter VII). This view is also articulated to a large extent in the CPM‘s 
self-assessment about the country programme (see annex VII of the report). 

160. IFAD country presence office (CPO). There was a marked surge in IFAD‘s 
performance after it opened a Kenya CPO in 2008. The CPO is currently staffed with 
a CPM/IFAD Representative, an Associate CPM and a Country Programme Assistant. 
It is one of the seven countries in all regions where IFAD had has an out posted 
CPM as of December 2010. The hosting agreement between the Government of 
Kenya and the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP) applies to the 
IFAD CPO and allows the CPO to be covered by the necessary privileges and 
immunities that other UN organizations with offices in Kenya already have. The 
country staff is fairly new in Nairobi, but the situation will improve as the office staff 

fully familiarises with the country context, projects and partners. All central 
government partners interviewed confirmed their appreciation of IFAD‘s enhanced 
accessibility and expected lower transaction costs for country programme 
management. The results of the project managers‘ self-assessment in annex VI 
reached the same conclusion. On the other hand, it also stressed that ―inadequate 
staff capacity at the CPO had caused some delays‖. The opening of the CPO has 
however enhanced prospects for policy dialogue and for the forging of partnerships. 
However, the country office‘s overall capacity and resources to engage in policy 
dialogue remains constrained. This is partly due to the vast amount of work in the 
design of new operations and managing the six projects that are currently under 
implementation, but also due to the fact that the policy agenda and priorities are 
not sufficiently defined.  

161. Direct supervision and implementation support – undertaken by the country office - 
also appears to be appreciated both by the projects and central government 
agencies. This new arrangement has made it possible to combine the verification of 
fiduciary aspects with technical and methodological implementation support, which 
was not obvious when UNOPS was in charge of both loan administration and project 
supervision. IFAD‘s country presence and direct supervision and implementation 
support can be considered as a synergy-building package conducive to closer 
interaction and transparency. The CPMT is appreciated by government for its 

responsibility of advising and providing inputs towards country programme 
management. The most recent example was the participation of the CPMT based in 
Nairobi by video conference in the discussion at IFAD‘s Operations Policy and 
Strategy Committee in March 2011, which met to discuss the concept note for the 
design of the follow-up phase of the Mount Kenya project. 

162. ESA has also established a regional office in Nairobi, which provides support to the 
Kenya country programme and other country programmes in the region. As such, 

the role and opportunities and challenges associated with the ESA regional office is 
also covered by the CPE in the following paragraphs.  

163. IFAD regional Office. In addition to assessing the IFAD country presence in 
Kenya, the Kenya CPE was also tasked with reviewing the role and functioning of 
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the ESA regional office. The below paragraphs therefore include the CPE‘s findings 
on the regional office. 

164. The ESA set up a regional hub in Nairobi in 2007, soon after IFAD decided to 
undertake direct supervision and implementation support globally and discontinue 
contracting UNOPS for the same purposes. In this regard, ESA seized a timely 
opportunity and brought under its own contracts selected staff (i.e., a loan 
administration officer and two loan administration assistants) that previously 
worked for UNOPS in support of IFAD-assisted operations in the region. The 
rationale was that ESA could take advantage of the expertise and experience of 
these former UNOPS staff for the benefit of IFAD-supported activities. As such, the 
loan administration staff was among the first staff in the ESA regional hub, which 
was initially primarily responsible for conducting loan administration for IFAD-

supported projects in East and Southern African region. 

165. However, over time, the regional hub has evolved and taken on wider technical 
responsibilities in supporting IFAD-assisted country programmes throughout the 
region. Its mandate and responsibilities can now be considered broadly similar to 
regional offices of other multilateral development organization. In fact, the regional 
hub has now been transformed into a regional office, and its overall objective is to 
play a pivotal role in implementing the new operating model approach to ensure 
effective country programmes in East and Southern Africa, project design, 
supervision and implementation support, and knowledge management, innovation, 
policy dialogue and partnership. Particular emphasis is attributed to providing 
advice and support to CPMs and their country teams across the region. As needed, 
they are in turn supported by ESA technical staff based at headquarters (dealing 
with, for example, knowledge management, financial management, regional 
economics, etc.), who also travel periodically from Rome to projects and countries 

in East and Southern Africa in close co-ordination with the regional office. 

166. The regional office is now headed by a portfolio adviser, who took up his 
assignment in Nairobi in January 2011 and has specific terms of reference. Before 
his arrival, the CPM for Kenya was responsible for overseeing the work of the loan 
administration staff as well as three additional IFAD technical officer (i.e., experts 
on gender, land tenure, and financial analysis) that had been assigned to the 

regional office after 2007. The three technical officers as well as the three loan 
administration staff, based in the Nairobi regional office, now report to the portfolio 
adviser, who directly reports to Director ESA in Rome. In addition, the regional 
office is currently recruiting two additional fixed-term loan administration 
assistants, given the very demanding work load in servicing the entire ongoing 
regional portfolio in this area.79 

167. The administrative services unit within the regional office also provides support to 
the IFAD country office for Kenya. The IFAD country office and regional office staff 
has recently relocated within the United Nations compound in Nairobi. This is a 
positive development, inter-alia, as the Fund is able to benefit from greater 
visibility and shared services provided by the United Nations (e.g., security, 
information technology backstopping, commitment controls on administrative 
budgets, etc). Its physical proximity to other UN organizations offers added 
opportunities for dialogue and exchanges, which can also open doors for 

collaboration on strategic, policy and operational matters. The IFAD Office in 
Nairobi80 has not yet received its full space allocation from UNON. The full allocation 
is expected to take care of the medium term requirements of increased staffing of 
the Nairobi Office. The host agreement between UNEP and the Government does 
not appear to cover the ESA regional office, which is something that merits to be 
pursued in a timely manner. The Kenya Country Presence administrative budget 
(covering the country office and the regional) is managed by the portfolio adviser. 

                                                   
79 For example, the three loan administration staff processed 520 withdrawal applications in 2010. 
80 The Regional Office and the Kenya Country Office are on the same premises.  



 EB 2013/109/R.7  الثانيذيل لا

  54 

168. All in all, the CPE believes the establishment of the ESA regional office, the first in 
any of the five geographic regions covered by IFAD operations, is a laudable 
initiative in the right direction. Among other issues, the regional office offers a 
number of opportunities for IFAD to work towards lowering overall administrative 
costs, and at the same time, contribute to better results on rural poverty in 
recipient countries in East and Southern Africa. For example, in terms of loan 

administration, working out of Nairobi enables quicker processing of withdrawal 
applications and loan disbursements that can ensure a more timely replenishment 
of project special accounts. This in turn can minimise possible delays to project 
implementation. As another example, technical staff located in the Nairobi office 
can provide advices to project staff and others in Kenya and throughout the region 
at lower costs and in a quicker time frame. Moreover, having a wider set of 
technical staff in the regional office allows the Kenya CPM to focus on the Kenya 

country programme, while at the same time enabling IFAD to actively pursue 
partnership opportunities with the range of multilateral development organizations 
that have regional or sub-regional offices in Nairobi – in addition to UNEP, some 
CGIAR institutions (e.g., ICRAF) and pan-African foundations (e.g., AGRA) that are 
headquartered in Nairobi itself.  

169. Having said that, although it is known for its relatively good infrastructure and 
access, the CPE could not find any documented analysis of alternatives within ESA 
region before Nairobi was selected as the location of the first IFAD regional office. 
The principle reasons are probably those captured in paragraph 164. Nor was there 
any debate at the management level in IFAD whether ESA was the right geographic 
region (of the five geographic regions covered by IFAD operations) in which such an 
office should be opened first.  

170. Moving forward, the CPE believes it is important that the establishment of ESA‘s 

regional office and its specific role and functions be communicated to all concerned 
within IFAD and throughout the region. This will require clarifying the interactions 
between the regional office and the Kenya country office, as well as an assessment 
whether additional technical expertise on critical issues for the region (e.g., water 
management) needs to be located in Nairobi.  

171. In addition, the pros and cons of out posting from Rome to the regional office some 

other CPMs for countries that neighbour Kenya (such as Burundi and Rwanda) could 
also be explored, as this could be an effective way of bringing IFAD closer to the 
ground, without incurring the expenses of opening offices in countries with few 
operations Finally, while it is not specific to the regional office or the Kenya country 
office, the incentives framework, rotation system, and compensation package of out 
posted staff needs reflection and elaboration, so that IFAD continues to remain an 
attractive organization to work for in the future. It is in fact essential that IFAD 
develop clarity on these matters at the corporate level to ensure that the Fund‘s 
broader decentralization efforts, including the ESA regional office, can be 
sustainable and provide the expected returns for the organization. 

172. In conclusion, all in all, the CPE considers the performance of IFAD as a key partner 
in reducing rural poverty in Kenya as satisfactory in the last ten years. 

B. Government 

173. At the outset, it should be borne in mind that this section deals with an overall 
assessment of both the central and local governments and their agencies involved 
in IFAD-supported operations. IFAD‘s main partner agencies in central government, 
the Ministries of Agriculture, Finance and Planning have long maintained close 
dialogue and cooperation with the Fund. They have been fully supportive of the 
organization‘s role in Kenya‘s agriculture and rural development efforts, and have 
been forthcoming with advice on strategy and operational issues. The Ministries of 
Finance, Planning, Agriculture, Livestock, Water and Irrigation, Public Health, and 
Gender Children and Social Development have designated focal points for IFAD 
matters. Among other things, the establishment of this focal point has facilitated 
the negotiation and application of changes in project design, where applicable (in 
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the Central Kenya and Southern Nyanza projects), and in multi-stakeholder 
coordination among public-sector agencies. Government also facilitated the 
finalization of the hosting agreement that led to the establishment of IFAD CPO in 
Nairobi, with the required privileges and immunities for international staff.  

174. In recent years, Government has also made concerted efforts to develop key 
national policies to revitalize the agriculture sector, given its centrality in national 
GDP. In particular, the Government has prepared the Agriculture Sector 
Development Strategy 2010-2020 and the Kenya Vision 2030, which outline the 
main opportunities and challenges, as well as priorities moving forward for 
agriculture development in the country. Other key sub-sector policies are also 
under preparation or nearing completion (e.g., National Irrigation Policy). However, 
based on past experience, policy implementation is weak. The fate of Kenya‘s dairy 

policy is an example here. Formulated in 1993, it has since been revised a number 
of times (in 1997 and 2000 – when it was presented together with a draft Dairy 
Industry Bill – and again in 2004 and 2005) but has never been finalized or 
implemented. Moreover, as mentioned in chapter II, national budget allocation to 
agriculture is also still not sufficient, especially given the importance of the sector in 
Kenya and some inherent institutional weaknesses (e.g., in research and 
extension). 

175. Provincial governments have been supportive, too, in areas where IFAD‘s 
operations are concentrated. However, it is local government, i.e. district and sub-
district authorities that carry the brunt of the heavy workload resulting from a 
donor-funded activities. There, two factors need to be taken into account. First, the 
ongoing constitutional and corresponding administrative reform places an enormous 
burden of stress on the human and financial resources of all government 
departments. Many of the new districts operate out of the previous district 

headquarters, and are far from having the necessary staff to implement their core 
tasks of service delivery, which are already complex enough, especially when 
procurement is involved. Second, IFAD is generally not the only donor financing 
projects that require specific routines of monitoring and reporting. The performance 
contract that every civil servant underwrites with his or her line ministry does not 
normally include tasks pertaining to IFAD-supported project implementation, who 
often therefore put IFAD project-related activities in a second or third line of 
priorities. The foregoing suggests that the Government has assumed ownership and 
responsibility for IFAD-funded projects/programmes at the central level. That tasks 
pertaining to IFAD-financed projects are not included in the contracts of civil 
servants, however, points to a lack of genuine ownership where it matters most, 
i.e. at the field operations level.  

176. Over and above these structural and resource constraints, a number of symptoms 
of weak governance give rise to concern. It is hardly conceivable that a country 
with the most developed economy in East Africa, a sound macroeconomic track 
record, good fiscal performance and longstanding exposure to donor funding 
through government channels, should not have come to grips with the task of 
issuing AIEs in a timely manner. Delayed availability of AIEs is one of the most 
serious stumbling blocks to timely project implementation. It should be possible to 
solve the problem of delays between the submission of withdrawal applications and 

effective reimbursement of the amounts claimed. Price Waterhouse Coopers81 made 
an analysis limited to a sample of four withdrawal applications from the Smallholder 
Dairy Commercialization Project in 2008 and 2009, and concluded that withdrawal 
applications took at total average of 66 days between withdrawal application 
submission to the lead ministry and deposit of the amount claimed into the special 
account. From there, it took another three months to have the amounts credited to 
the project account. Other projects presented evidence of similar delays, i.e. in the 

range of five months in all. In fact, slow disbursement is one major concern raised 

                                                   
81 Price Waterhouse Coopers (PWC). SDCP, Report on Flow of Funds for the Period from 01 July 2008 to 
30 June 2009, Loan Account No 678 KE and Grant No BC 815 KE, Nairobi, February 2010. PWC is the 

auditing firm entrusted by IFAD to perform a rolling audit in all IFAD-funded projects, in the interests of 
ensuring stringent financial management and transparency. 
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in the CPE self-assessment done by the IFAD-supported projects. It is true that 
delays before obtaining no objections by IFAD have also occurred, but the IFAD 
country presence has improved such lags. Finally, reports from the Kenya National 
Audit Office can also be disruptive if they contain assertions that are unfounded or 
based on incomplete evidence. Such events seriously disrupt routine PMU activities. 

177. Unexplained and unexplainable unit cost anomalies indicate that deviations from 
sound governance principles tend to go unnoticed and/or unaddressed. This last 
and other constraints on efficient project management, and governance in general, 
are accurately described in the CPM self-assessment in annex VII, section B.1. The 
data contained in table 4, on Kenya‘s governance indicators is a reflection of these 
findings. The fact that Kenya is one of very few developing countries where a rolling 
audit is deemed necessary by IFAD is a clear indication that fund management, 

accounts and audits by the Government have not yet reached satisfactory levels. 
The above remarks are largely corroborated by the ESA Portfolio Performance 
Report, Mid-Year Review 2009 of ESA,82 highlighting in particular that all 2008 
project audit reports from Kenya were submitted with delays and lacking the 
auditor‘s opinion. The World Bank‘s annual surveys on the statistical capacity of its 
Member States indirectly underpin the perception that government adherence to 
good practice is not sufficiently reliable. Between 2004 and 2009, Kenya‘s statistical 
capacity indicator deteriorated from 60 to 54 points on a 100-point scale. 

178. On another issue, the evaluation found that Government of Kenya has provided 
merely around 7 per cent – as counterpart funds – of the total IFAD-supported 
project costs since 2000. The CPE believes this is a relatively small amount, inter-
alia, taking into consideration that the agriculture sector is critical for economic 
growth in Kenya and the sheer numbers of rural poor people who derive their 
livelihoods from agriculture. This is low also in comparison with some other 

countries in the same region. For example, in Rwanda, where the IOE is 
concurrently completing another CPE, the Government‘s contribution has been 
around 13 per cent of the total IFAD-supported project costs. This is revealing 
given that GDP per capita in Rwanda is more or less US$530, as compared to 
US$738 in Kenya. 

179. In conclusion, in assessing government performance, the CPE takes into 

consideration the overall performance of both the central and provincial/local level 
governments. Moreover, the CPE‘s assessment is based on government 
performance spanning a decade, since around year 2000. While government has 
recently shown determination to devote deeper attention to agriculture and address 
some of the structural weaknesses in the performance of IFAD-supported projects, 
their track record in the past such as in terms of limited policy implementation, 
insufficient budget allocation towards the agriculture sector, delays in providing 
authorization to incur expense, inadequate institutional capacity at the local level, 
as well as weak financial management and governance have been factored into the 
evaluation‘s final assessment. These findings are also confirmed in the section on 
―lessons from IFAD‖s past experience in the country‖ in the 2007 COSOP. Based on 
the above and taking into consideration all ingredients, the CPE rates the 
government performance overall as moderately unsatisfactory.  

C. Cooperating Institutions 

180. Until not too long ago, UNOPS was IFAD‘s main cooperating institution in Kenya. 
For most of the period under review, it effectively dealt with loan administration 
and supervision in terms of mission frequency and contents of supervision reports. 
However, it did not follow up sufficiently, especially in providing technical 
implementation support to project. Supervision mission funding was limited and 
UNOPS‘s implementation support inputs were supplemented by the hands-on 
efforts of the CPMs. A review of relevant supervision reports concluded that UNOPS 
generally did a good job in identifying problems, mainly related to fiduciary aspects. 

                                                   
82 IFAD. Portfolio Performance Report Mid-Year Review 2009, East and Southern Africa Division, Volume 
1, July 2009. 
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The self-assessment by project managers (see annex VI of the CPE report) 
supports these statements, but added that the continuity of supervision mission 
members was often weak, which led to inconsistency in advices and guidance. In 
one case, the project noted that the quality of consultants deployed by UNOPS was 
inadequate and there were delays in backstopping.  

181. Overall, the performance of the UNOPS as the main cooperating institution is 
considered as moderately satisfactory. Table 9 shows the CPE‘s overall rating for 
the three main partners included in the assessment.  

Table 9 
CPE Ratings of Performance of Partners  

 Rating 

IFAD 5 

Government of Kenya 3 

Cooperating institution (UNOPS) 4 

 

 
 

VI. Assessment of non-lending activities 

182. As mentioned earlier, in addition to loans, IFAD undertakes a range of non-lending 
activities to support the country programme. These include policy dialogue, 
partnership building and knowledge management. This chapter provides an 
assessment and rating of the combined achievements by IFAD and the Government 

in each of these areas. In addition, towards the end, the chapter also includes a 
discussion of IFAD grant-funded activities in Kenya. 

A. Policy Dialogue 

183. In this section, the aim is to assess the performance of IFAD and Government in 
engaging in policy dialogue on major agriculture strategy and operational issues 
that are critical for promoting pro-poor agriculture growth and development. The 
efforts made by IFAD to also establish dialogue with other major players (e.g., 
multilateral and bi-lateral organizations) in support of promoting a more favourable 
policy environment in the agriculture sector is also treated in the CPE.  

Key Points 

 IFAD has made concerted efforts to redevelop the country programme in Kenya, after a fairly long 
disruption of activities in the 1990s. IFAD has since 2000 prepared two COSOPs, financed 6 
projects, established a country office in Kenya with the CPM outposted in Nairobi, and started to 
undertake direct supervision and implementation support in all operations since around 2007.  

 There are however issues with the arrangements related to both the Kenya country office and the 
recently established ESA regional office in Nairobi that merit attention (e.g., capacity of the Kenya 
country office to undertake non-lending activities, and the organization and structure of the regional 
office), to ensure they can make a more effective contribution in the future.  

 The government has recently demonstrated increased determination to revitalize the agriculture 
sector (e.g., by introducing a new agriculture sector development strategy) and to address some of 
the structural inadequacies in supporting the IFAD-assisted projects (e.g., in terms of assigning 
focal points in the Ministries of Finance, Planning, Agriculture, Livestock, Water and Irrigation, 
Public Health, and Gender Children and Social Development to provide more timely support to 
implementation bottlenecks). However, all in all in the ten years covered by the CPE, among other 
issues, Government’s counterpart contributions have been low, capacity at the local level 
insufficient, and financial and procurement management weak causing bottlenecks to 
implementation. Their allocation of national budget to the agriculture sector has for the past decade 
fallen very short as compared to the 10 per cent target agreed and enshrined in the 2003 Maputo 
declaration. Moreover, the institutional architecture in the agriculture sector is highly fragmented 
with 10 ministries with different sub-sector priorities dealing with agriculture and rural development, 
which has created severe challenges in developing the country’s agriculture.  

 UNOPS provided adequate support and loan implementation, although in instances its support was 
untimely and advices inconsistent due to frequent changes in human resources deployed in 
supervision missions.  
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184. As mentioned in Chapter III, the 2002 and 2007 COSOPs outline priority areas in 
which IFAD would engage in policy dialogue. The 2002 COSOP underlined IFAD 
would engage in policy dialogue in rural finance and natural resources management 
especially related to access rights to water resources, the forestry act and the 
microfinance bill, as well as flow of funds mechanisms, project management, 
auditing arrangement, and the importance of M&E. 

185. The 2007 COSOP states that the Fund will engage Government in policy dialogue in 
the implementation of the strategy for revitalizing of agriculture, by participation in 
the agriculture and rural development sector donors‘ group. Contributions were also 
specifically to be made to policies in the dairy and horticulture sub-sectors, 
including the Dairy Industry Bill, the Feed and Fertilizer Bill, the Feed Policy and the 
Horticulture Policy. Related regulatory institutions will be supported to ensure the 

effective operationalization of the legal framework that these agricultural laws and 
policies represent. IFAD also was to participate in policy dialogue with government 
and other donors to address key policy issues relative to ASALs in the areas of 
diversification of sources of income; improving natural resource management and 
utilization by reviewing existing land use policies and land tenure systems; 
improving pastoral productivity through conservation of the environment; 
improving markets to mobile pastoralists; and providing financial services to 
nomadic pastoralists. Finally, the 2007 COSOP results management framework also 
includes three specific policy objectives: (i) mainstream participatory approaches 
and pro-poor targeting; (ii) contribute to NASEP and ASALs policy; and (iii) support 
the implementation of the microfinance bill of 2006.  

186. It is difficult for the CPE to discern any major contribution of IFAD to policy 
processes in the early years after the adoption of the 2002 COSOP. This is largely 
due to the lack of evidence and documentation of any significant inputs by IFAD. 

The COSOP did not have any indicators or specify policy dialogue activities that 
would be undertaken. In any case, the Forests Bill, approved by the President of 
Kenya in November 2005, which provides for the establishment, development and 
sustainable management of forests will ensure the conservation and rational 
utilization of forest resources for the socio–economic development of the country. 
The evaluation wonders what input IFAD could have provided, given that it has very 
little experience in Kenya in the forestry sector at the time, in spite of financing the 
Mount Kenya project that only became effective in July 2004. The Kenya 
microfinance bill came into effect in July 2007, with the aim of licensing, regulating 
and supervising microfinance institutions. IFAD organised a rural finance thematic 
workshop in Nairobi in July 2005, which one could consider eventually had some 
influence on the microfinance bill. In general, the CPE concludes that the policy 
dialogue objectives in the 2002 COSOP were ambitious with no specific resource 
allocation or work plan, especially considering that the Kenya CPM was at the time 

based at IFAD headquarters in Rome.  

187. Following the adoption of the 2007 COSOP and establishment of country presence, 
there are some examples of IFAD‘s contribution to policy processes, in spite of the 
fact that the MTR of the 2007 COSOP provides a very brief account of IFAD‘s 
involvement in policy processes and there is no data against the indicators adopted 
in the strategy‘s results management framework. The CPE did however find that 

IFAD participates in the agriculture sector donor working group, provided grant 
funds for sensitising parliamentarians and dissemination of the recent national 
irrigation policy, and is currently involved in the formulation of the domestic 
horticulture policy under the responsibility of the MoA. IFAD however did not have a 
major role in the development of the country‘s agriculture sector development 
strategy, apart from providing feedback at a presentation made to donors by the 
Government on the draft document. In fact, the Government of Kenya itself – 

during discussions with IOE – underlined the important and greater role IFAD can 
play in policy processes especially related to small farm development and 
promotion of participatory processes and community empowerment approaches in 
Kenya. Finally, it is important to note that IFAD country office staff in Kenya 
underlined limitations in resources and capacity as well as staff expertise in diverse 
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sub-sectors as constraining them from a more comprehensive engagement in 
national policy processes.  

188. In balancing, policy dialogue is rated as moderately unsatisfactory over a ten year 
period covered by the CPE, especially taking into account the ambitious objectives 
articulated in the 2002 and 2007 COSOPs.  

B. Partnership Building 

189. The aim of this section is to assess the partnership building efforts between IFAD 
and the Government, as well as with other in-country institutions working in the 
agriculture and rural sectors at the national and provincial and lower administrative 
levels.  

190. IFAD‘s partnership with the Government has been positive with key Ministries at 

the national level, in particular with Agriculture, Finance, Planning, and Water and 
Irrigation. Dialogue and communication with government was challenging in the 
early part of the last decade, but this has improved significantly over the years. 
IFAD and Government have mutual respect for their partnership, and both parties 
are open to constructive feedback and discussions that can contribute to better 
rural poverty reduction results on the ground.  

191. It has also established strong partnership with NGOs and community based 
organizations in the context of IFAD-supported projects. They have mostly been 
responsible for delivery of services to the rural poor, for example, the community 
financial services associations in the Southern Nyanza project or the Dairy Goat 
Association of Kenya in the Central Kenya project. Evidence collected during the 
CPE suggests that partnership especially with community based organizations has 
developed well. For example, CBOs have mobilized their own contributions to 
project activities, in cash or in kind, which has contributed to building ownership 
and enhanced prospects for sustainability. 

192. In terms of partnerships with multilateral development organizations, since 2000, 
the only discernible partnership was in terms of co-financing projects with the BSF 
and GEF. The former has decided no longer to operate in Kenya for reasons related 
to its general country targeting policy and thus will no longer be available to 
partner with the Fund in Kenya. There are no tangible partnership with the AfDB, 

FAO and World Bank, which as may be seen from Chapter II, are making important 
contributions to agriculture and rural development in Africa. Given the recently 
undertaken joint evaluation by IFAD and AfDB on agriculture in Africa and the 
commitment by the management in the two organizations of working together in 
the future in the continent, the CPE believes there is a real opportunity for 
partnership especially with AfDB in Kenya moving forward. Finally, apart from the 
commitments in the 2002 COSOP and the limited partnership with BSF, IFAD has 
not established any noticeable partnership with bi-lateral aid agencies in the 
country. For example, the USAID is a major contributor to agriculture in Kenya 
especially in the rural micro finance sector, which also therefore offers opportunities 
that are worth exploring. 

193. IFAD contributed to the development of the Kenya Joint Assistant Strategy in 2007 
as a member of the United Nations System. However, thereafter, in spite of 
ensuring alignment with Government and donor interventions in agriculture, IFAD 
has not been able to participate in concrete operations within the framework of the 
joint assistance strategy given the latter‘s emphasis to use budget support as the 
preferred instrument for provision of development assistance.83 

194. IFAD has also not distinguished itself in partnering with the private sector. This is 
partly due to the government-led approach taken to the two projects (Smallholder 
Dairy Commercialization and Smallholder Horticulture Marketing) that offered 

enhanced opportunities for engaging the private sector. However, Government‘s 
new agriculture sector development strategy makes a renewed commitment of 

                                                   
83 IFAD‘s 2006 policy on sector wide approaches does not allow the Fund to provide budget support to 
recipient countries.  
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involving more broadly the private sector at different stages of the commodity 
value chain. The more recent partnership with Equity Bank on the Credit Guarantee 
Scheme in the context of the most recent project (the Financial Innovations 
Project) is going in the right direction of wider role for the private sector in support 
of rural poverty reduction efforts. The Equity bank is expanding into Uganda, South 
Sudan and Tanzania.  

195. IFAD has an institutional level partnership with AGRA, which is headquartered in 
Kenya. AGRA makes investments aimed at commercialization of small to medium 
scale farmers. The Alliance‘s priorities include promoting seed and fertilizer 
industries as well as strengthening extension systems in Africa. AGRA has worked 
together with IFAD in Kenya, and also provided their own loan guarantee funds to 
Equity Bank. All in all, however, given the institutional level good will between IFAD 

and AGRA, there is scope for intensifying this partnership to the benefit of the 
Kenya country programme in the future.  

196. In conclusion, the CPE assesses partnership building efforts as moderately 
satisfactory, underlining that there are opportunities that need to be explored and 
existing partnerships further developed in the coming years.  

C. Knowledge Management 

197. In this section, the CPE assesses efforts made to generate, store and share 
knowledge in a systematic manner with and across projects, government officials, 
donor organizations, private sector, and other major partners in agriculture in 
Kenya. It also assesses the extent to which previous experiences and lessons have 
been included in the development of COSOPs, the design and implementation of 
projects supported by IFAD and country programme management in general to 
achieve better results on rural poverty reduction.  

198. Both the 2002 and 2007 Kenya COSOPs have sections on capturing the main 
lessons in a candid manner from IFAD‘s experience in the country, illustrating due 
efforts to learn from the past. Among other issues, the COSOPs highlight the need 
for improving service delivery at the local level, better M&E and impact assessment, 
and the need for more simple and focused project design. 

199. IFAD has established a number of communities of practice in the Kenya country 

programme on specific themes (water development, rural finance, group 
development, financial management, etc.), which promote knowledge sharing 
across the country programme. The CPMT is another platform for sharing 
knowledge among partners and the IFAD web site includes a dedicated section with 
useful information on the Kenya country programme. Staff in the Central Kenya 
project have used human stories as an instrument for documenting and sharing 
experiences from the field. However, the diversity of IFAD‘s sub-sector engagement 
in Kenya does however pose a challenge in terms of extracting and documenting 
lessons and good practices, which generally focus mostly on positive features of the 
country programme and less on learning from failures.  

200. ESA has for a few years now appointed a full time knowledge management officer 
based at headquarters, who is coordinating the work of the regional division on the 
topic including Kenya. ESA organised two regional knowledge management 
workshops in Kenya in recent years, as a platform to enhance knowledge sharing 
within Kenya and across countries in the region. A third one is planned again in 
Nairobi in May 2011. Project managers have found these events useful in learning 
from other IFAD-supported projects both within and outside Kenya. The country 
office has developed a dedicated website for IFAD operations in Kenya, which is 
good, but at the time of the CPE it was not updated and needs further elaboration 
(e.g., the names of the country team members are not there). The Rural Poverty 

Portal accessible through the Fund‘s corporate website includes useful information 
and links to data, documents and other websites on Kenya. Finally, ESA also has an 
internet site (IFADAfrica), which serves as a platform for sharing knowledge and 
information throughout the region. 
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201. In spite of the above, there are opportunities that have not yet been exploited. As 
also confirmed by the CPM in his self-assessment for the CPE (see annex VII), 
experiences and lessons from the numerous grants provided by IFAD covering 
Kenya have not been used systematically to inform project design and 
implementation or policy dialogue and partnership activities (see next section of the 
report). Some of the key multilateral organizations (e.g., FAO and AfDB) met by the 

CPE team were not too familiar with the work of IFAD in the country. The CPE team 
also did not find evidence of any coherent knowledge management work plan with 
dedicated resources to promote knowledge generation and sharing to support the 
Kenya country programme. Finally, in several projects, the M&E systems are not 
adequately resourced and staffed to serve as vehicles for capturing lessons and 
good practices.  

202. In conclusion, in recent years, several useful initiatives and resources have been 
put in place by ESA to promote knowledge sharing across the region and within the 
Kenya country programme. The momentum needs to be maintained and areas of 
constraints addressed. As the efforts are going in the right direction and in spite of 
the shortcoming observed, the CPE assesses the efforts in knowledge management 
as generally satisfactory. 

Table 10 
Ratings for Non-Lending Activities 

Type of Non-lending Activity Rating 

Policy dialogue 3 

Partnership building 4 

Knowledge management 5 

Overall assessment 4 

 

D. Grants  

203. The IFAD grant programme envisages three types of grants in addition to its 
lending portfolio. These are global, regional and country-specific grants. The list of 
grants covering Kenya may be seen in annex IX and table 2. Depending on the 
nature of the global and regional grants, they could also include the Kenya country 

programme. The originator of such grants is normally IFAD‘s Policy and Technical 
Advisory Division, and they are prepared in consultation with the concerned 
regional division (e.g., ESA). These grants are usually provided for conferences, 
workshops, agriculture research, and other ad hoc studies. The originators of the 
country specific grants are the regional division themselves (in the case of Kenya, it 
would mean ESA). They are supposed to contribute in a more direct manner to 
achieving COSOP objectives. 

204. In terms of country specific grants, IFAD has provided grants linked to specific 
projects (see table 2) and other grants. The former are intended for purposes such 
as technical assistance for training project management on M&E, supporting 
business plan development by poor farmers in the horticulture project, and 
stakeholders validation process in the dairy commercialization project. The other 
country-specific grants are for institution building (e.g., for Kenya national 
federation of agricultural producers), training (e.g., strengthening community-

organised responses to HIV/AIDS), and other similar purposes. Some of the 
regional grants in ESA are for knowledge sharing, agriculture research, water 
management, promotion of market access and other similar purposes, and they 
normally cover several countries. 
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Table 11 
Selected IFAD Technical Assistance Grants in Kenya 

Grant No  Title Grant Type 
Grant Amount 

US$ 

888 Grant Support to the Kenya National Federation of Agricultural 

Producers (KENFAP) 

Country 200,000 

a/ 
Technical Assistance to the Kenya Women’s Finance Trust; 

Grant provided by BSF.JP 

Country 1’290,000 

a/ 
Financial Support to DrumNet (Pride Africa) Country 100,000 

766/800 Technical Assistance to the Improved Management of 

Agricultural Water in East and Southern Africa (IMAWESA) 

Regional 
b/
     100,000 

 
c/
  1,500,000 

a/
 Not listed in annex IX, 

b/
 Preparatory phase; 

c/
 Main phase. 

 
205. Given that the list of global, regional and country specific grants in support of the 

Kenya country programme is long, the CPE chose to conduct an assessment of the 
four grants (see table 11). These grants were selected in consultation with the 
Kenya CPM. The aim was not to evaluate the performance and impact of these 
grants, but to identify systemic cross cutting lessons that can contribute to 
strengthening grant management and utilization within the Kenya country 
programme in the future.  

206. They show the potential of carefully selected and monitored grants that are 
relevant for the country programme (see box 4), but also the futility of extending 
grants on the side-lines and without stringent management and monitoring. While 
this sample may not be representative, the impression prevails that a valuable tool 
has not been used with due diligence in several cases, an assessment that 
corresponds to the findings of numerous other CPEs as well. 

Box 4 
Case Studies on Grants: IMAWESA 

Technical Assistance for the Improved Management of Agricultural Water in East and Southern 
Africa (IMAWESA). The basis for IFAD involvement in IMAWESA was the recognition that water 
resources in the ESA region are considerable and that, if managed more effectively, could make a 
substantial contribution to reducing rural poverty. Major opportunities to increase food security and 
household incomes are being missed in the ESA region owing to inadequate management of agricultural 
water, especially in rain-fed systems. IMAWESA has achieved impressive results, having effectively 
promoted improved policies for agricultural water management (AWM) in its participating countries, and 
successfully advocated to that effect. It has fostered an enhanced understanding of key issues on AWM 
and established conclusive evidence on the benefits of best-bet options for it. The IMAWESA TAG was 
relevant for Kenya and consistent with both COSOPs. The regional nature of the TAG makes it difficult to 
estimate its effectiveness, but the fact that it was implemented on time and in accordance with the budget 
is an indicator of efficiency.  

 
207. Finally, in its interactions with numerous organizations in Kenya including 

Government officials, the CPE observed that: (i) the different grant recipient 
organizations were not aware of other grant recipients in the country and the 
nature of their work; (ii) similarly, government officials were often not aware 
especially of the existence of global and regional grants that covered Kenya; and 
(iii) the Government and grant recipients were not fully aware that grant findings 
were largely intended to support new project design and implementation of ongoing 
operations. These findings support the general conclusion that more can be done to 
use the grants strategically in support of the country programme in Kenya.  
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VII. COSOP performance 

208. The aim of this chapter is to assess the relevance and effectiveness of the evolving 
country strategy pursued in Kenya by IFAD and the Government since around 
2000. The assessment will especially draw on the analysis contained in chapter IV 
on portfolio performance, chapter V on performance of partners, and chapter VI on 
the assessment of non-lending activities (knowledge management, policy dialogue 
and partnership building). 

A. Relevance 

209. In this section, the CPE examines the extent to which the main objectives in the 
two Kenya COSOPs of 2002 and 2007 – respectively – were in line with IFAD‘s 
corporate strategic objectives (as captured in the Fund‘s Strategic Frameworks and 
other relevant corporate policies and strategies), Government‘s main policies and 
strategies for agriculture and rural development, and the needs of the rural poor 
themselves. The CPE also assesses the coherence and logic of the country 
strategies (e.g., in terms of selection of sub-sector priorities in Kenya, etc.) to 
achieve the main objectives contained in the COSOPs. The strategic objectives and 
key elements of the two Kenya COSOPs have been previously described in a 
comprehensive manner in chapter III of this report. 

210. The CPE raises six main points in assessing the relevance of the Kenya country 
strategy since 2000. These are: 

(i) The overall objective of the 2002 COSOP (―rural poverty reduction and 
promotion of food security‖) and 2007 COSOP (―intensification, diversification, 
commercialization, and value addition in the production system‖) were in line 
with IFAD‘s corporate strategic frameworks of 2002-2006 and 2007-2010 and 
other corporate strategies (e.g., rural finance policy). The 2007 COSOP took 
the Kenya country strategy one step further by paying deeper attention to 

promoting access to markets and focusing on improvements in rural incomes 
as a means to ensuring better livelihoods, rather than merely addressing 
―food security‖ as emphasised in the 2002 COSOP. Likewise, one could also 
question the focus in the 2002 on social infrastructure (i.e., health, water and 
sanitation), which are essential ingredients for ensuring sustainable 
development, but not necessarily part of IFAD‘s core mandate and 
comparative advantage. Last but not least, the Kenya country strategy was 
consistent with Government‘s main policies on agriculture, especially in 
improving water management and productivity in agriculture, as well as 
promoting access to rural finance to stimulate pro-poor growth in rural areas. 

Key Points 

 IFAD’s policy dialogue in Kenya was well intentioned on paper, but lacked focus and the resolve to 
prioritise areas where foreseeable legislation could bring tangible impact. The fact that IFAD had to deal 
with a multitude of sub-sectors and institutional partners may have contributed to a lack of concentration 
on policy areas with competitive advantages for IFAD.  

 Partnership with government, NGOs and civil society has been good on the whole, but limited with 
multilateral and bi-lateral organizations in the past decade, in spite of the fact that IFAD participated in 
the preparation of the KJAS. Partnership with the private sector has not been prominent, even though 
there are recent examples (e.g., with Equity Bank) that go in the right direction. 

 On the whole and increasingly so over the past years, IFAD is active in promoting knowledge 
management in Kenya. There are opportunities for further work on documenting and sharing 
experiences from failures and grant-funded activities.  

 The country specific grants have been on the whole useful, such as the one for technical assistance to 
the Kenya’s Women Finance Trust. The synergies between global and regional grants with the Kenya 
country programme are not entirely clear. Grants can be better integrated in support of the overall 
country programme, and there is room for increasing awareness in-country about their objectives and 
potential.  
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(ii) The Kenya country strategy has mostly focused in the south-west part of the 
country, in medium to high potential areas. This was consistent with the 
request of the Government to concentrate investments in this geographic part 
of the country where around 70 per cent of Kenya‘s population reside. 
However, increasingly, the Government has recognised that it is essential not 
to continue neglecting the ASALs, which cover nearly 70 per cent of the 

country‘s land area and where 30 per cent of the rural poor live. The latter 
derive their livelihoods mostly from livestock development, which in turn 
contributes 17 per cent of Kenya‘s agricultural GDP and 7 per cent of exports. 
It also contributes 7 per cent of the country‘s overall GDP. Therefore, the 
livestock sub-sector has huge potential for growth that has not been 
exploited, especially for ensuring food security and economic advancement in 
ASAL areas where it accounts for approximately 90 per cent of employment 

and 95 per cent of household income. The 2007 COSOP makes a somewhat 
timid reference to the need to pay attention to the ASALs, mainly through 
provision of grant assistance, which would not be significant given the 
relatively limited size of IFAD‘s grant window as compared to loans. 

(iii) IFAD interventions in Kenya over the past decade have covered numerous 
sub-sectors and promoted specific approaches to agriculture and rural 
development including: agriculture technology (research and extension) to 
improve productivity; commodity value chains and access to markets; rural 
finance; income generation; rural infrastructure; health, domestic water 
supply, and sanitation; natural resources and environmental management 
especially water resources management, horticulture development; livestock 
and dairy development; community development including gender equality 
and women‘s empowerment; institution and capacity building; development of 

business skills; addressing HIV/AIDS; private sector engagement, and others. 
The CPE believes that IFAD has spread itself somewhat thinly across 
numerous sub-sectors, among other issues, which has required multiple 
partnerships at national and local levels and added challenges in institutional 
coordination, delivery of services, project management, policy dialogue, 
supervision and reporting, as well as M&E.  

 
 
 

 
(iv) Kenya‘s agriculture is predominantly rainfed. Of the total land areas under 

agriculture, irrigation accounts for only 1.7 per cent but contributes to 3 per 
cent of the GDP and provides 18 per cent of the value of all agriculture 

produce, demonstrating its potential in increasing production and productivity. 
Kenya has an estimated irrigation potential of 1.3 million ha, yet currently 
merely 114 600 ha of irrigation have been developed. Of the available 
irrigation potential, 540 000 ha can be developed with the available water 

A worker repairs an irrigation chamber 
Source: Giacomo Pirozzi (IFAD) 
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resources, while the rest of the area will require water harvesting and 
storage. Less than 20 per cent of Kenya‘s land mass has medium to high 
agricultural potential and supports about 70 per cent of the population. The 
remaining 80 per cent lies in the ASALs, where sustainable rainfed crop 
production is limited by water deficits—an indication that the country‘s 
potential for rainfed agriculture is low, which alone cannot meet the challenge 

of achieving food security. There is pressure on land with agricultural potential 
and population migration to the ASALs is likely to increase. In sum, and in 
spite of some good achievements in water resources management, the 
COSOPs could have paid added attention to small scale irrigation development 
in Kenya.  

(v) The CPE also assessed the mix of instruments (loan-funded investment 

projects, grants, and non-lending activities (policy dialogue, partnership 
building and knowledge management)) deployed by IFAD in Kenya to achieve 
COSOP objectives. The CPE found that, on the whole, IFAD has provided 
specific loans and grants as well as undertaken policy dialogue, knowledge 
management and partnership building, which have generally contributed to 
supporting the achievement of COSOP objectives. At the same time, the CPE 
notes that the synergies across the loan-funded project portfolio, among 
grants, between loans and grants, and between loans, grants and non-lending 
activities could have been greater. Attention to providing more substantive 
inputs into national policy processes and partnership building - especially with 
other multilateral and bilateral organizations - are areas that could be further 
developed in the future.  

(vi) IFAD has over time put in place a good organizational structure for managing 
the Kenya country programme. Some key features include the establishment 

of a Kenya country office with an out posted CPM and Associate CPM, the 
setting up of a CPMT with numerous in country partners, the undertaking 
since around 2007 of direct supervision and implementation support in all 
IFAD-supported operations, the establishment of an IFAD regional office in 
Nairobi that can also support the Kenya country programme, and last but not 
least, the development in 2007 of its first results-based COSOP for Kenya 
including provisions for a MTR of the strategy which was undertaken in 2010. 
The 2007 COSOP included a results management framework, organised 
according to the three main strategic objectives, with ―outcome‖ and 
―milestone indicators. The indicators did not however specify baseline values, 
and several of the ―outcome‖ indicators were actually at the ―output‖ level in 
the hierarchy of the logical framework (e.g., number of active savers, number 
of active borrowers, etc.). Moreover, some of the ―policy/institutional 
objectives‖ in the results management framework were activities, rather than 

objectives (e.g., contribute to national agricultural sector extension policy and 
ASALs policy). 

211. Based on the above findings and other considerations captured in previous chapters 
of the report, the CPE assesses the relevance of the country strategy as moderately 
satisfactory. 

B. Effectiveness 

212. The assessment of effectiveness should include reviewing the extent to which the 
strategic objectives of the country strategy (as captured in the 2002 and 2007 
COSOPs) have been achieved or are expected to be achieved. In spite of the 
inherent weaknesses in M&E systems both at the project and country levels, the 
CPE is able to come up with the following findings for effectiveness in relation to 
each of the main strategic objectives. 

213. Firstly, IFAD-supported activities have made useful efforts in ―maintaining and 
regenerating renewable natural resources‖. The Mount Kenya is one of the few 
projects in the portfolio that has contributed, inter-alia, to better river water 
management, reforestation through tree planting, and protection of indigenous flora 
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and fauna. The project is considered a success story and key components of the 
project are being scaled up by IFAD and the Government. Based on its experience 
on the ground, however, IFAD could have seized the opportunity to open a dialogue 
with the Government for the development of a national environment policy. This is 
critical given that Kenya is faced with diverse and complex environmental 
challenges and has been struggling to resolve these, mainly because it has been 

operating without a national environmental policy. As the country strives to 
accelerate the pace of development, environmental concerns have become more 
evident. This will however also require dedicated efforts in knowledge management 
on natural resources and environmental management.  

214. Secondly, adequate efforts have been made to improve livelihoods through the 
provision of ―economic and social development activities‖. The Dairy 

Commercialization and Horticulture Marketing as well as the SNCDPs have 
responded to this strategic objective. There are however limitations that can be 
noted, such as excessive reliance on Government systems, rather than the private 
sector in the Dairy Commercialization and Horticulture Marketing projects. And, 
adoption rates of improved technology for promoting agriculture productivity and 
livestock development in Southern Nyanza were constrained by high levels of 
poverty and low literacy rates. 

215. Thirdly, ―improving access to rural financial services‖ has been considered as a key 
objective, given the importance of capital for sustainable agriculture and rural 
development in Kenya. As mentioned in chapter III, 18 per cent of all IFAD loan 
funds since 2000 have been devoted to activities related to rural finance. However, 
most of this allocation is contained in the latest recent nation-wide project, which 
only became effective in December 2010. Therefore, in spite of recognising as far 
back as in the 2002 COSOP that the ―absence of local and readily accessible rural 

financial services….[was] a major constraint to agricultural production and other 
income-generating activities‖, the IFAD-funded portfolio has not devoted the 
required attention to alleviating one of the fundamental constraints to rural poverty 
reduction in Kenya.  

216. Higher effectiveness of the country strategy is constrained by limitations – as 
mentioned in the previous section on the ―relevance of the COSOP‖ – in terms of 

insufficient leveraging of the various instruments at the disposal of IFAD that can 
be used more strategically and in a more mutually reinforcing manner. However, on 
the positive side, the new arrangements for country programme management (also 
covered earlier in this chapter) offer enhanced opportunities for achieving better 
results in general in the future.  

217. All in all, the CPE considers the effectiveness of the country strategy as moderately 
satisfactory as well.  
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VIII. Overall IFAD/Government of Kenya Partnership 

218. Table 12 below contains the overall assessment of the CPE of the IFAD/Government 
of Kenya partnership, based on the ratings of portfolio performance, non-lending 
activities and COSOP performance.  

Table 12 
The CPE’s Overall Assessment 

Assessment Rating 

Portfolio performance 4 

Non-lending activities 4 

COSOP performance 4 

Overall IFAD/Government of Kenya partnership 4 

 

 

 

 

Key Points 

 The strategic objectives captured in the 2002 and 2007 COSOPs were broadly relevant. 

 The CPE raises attention to the restricted geographic focus pursued in the last decade of mainly 
working in medium to high potential areas, and invites a serious reflection on the pros and cons of 
working in the ASALs in the future – especially given that 50 per cent of the rural poor live there 
deriving their livelihoods from livestock development which contributes 7 per cent to Kenya’s GDP- and 
given that there is a large economic and development potential. 

 The country programme in the last ten years or so has included activities in numerous sub-sectors 
(e.g., rural finance, natural resources management, environment, value chains and access to markets, 
rural infrastructure, health, sanitation and domestic water supply, water resources management, dairy 
development, horticulture development, livestock development, agriculture technology, etc.). The CPE 
believes IFAD has spread itself thinly across many components and activities, constraining 
effectiveness and limiting the development of specialization. 

 In spite of some good results in water resources management, IFAD could have done more to 
contribute to exploiting the country’s vast irrigation potential especially in the ASALs. Currently, 
approximately only 9 per cent of Kenya’s irrigation potential has been developed. 

 Rural finance is an area that has been recognized as a weakness but has not historically received 
sufficient resources in the last decade, apart from the dedicated recent nation-wide project that only 
however became effective in December 2010.  

 The relevance and effectiveness of the country programme is limited by insufficient leveraging in a 
mutually reinforcing manner of the various instruments available at IFAD’s disposal to achieve COSOP 
objectives. The new arrangements put in place for country programme management are encouraging 
and should contribute to getting better results in the future.  
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IX. Conclusions and recommendations 

A. Conclusions 

219. Overview. The results of IFAD-Government of Kenya partnership in the last decade 
have been generally encouraging, especially recognising that the partnership was at 

its lowest levels in the 1990s due to the suspension of IFAD activities in the 
country. Among other areas, the CPE found useful results in natural resources 
management and environmental conservation, community development, and the 
introduction over time of approaches that favour income generation and 
commercialization of small farmers as a means to rural poverty reduction.  

220. At the same time, the CPE underlines that, the highly varied nature of sub-sector 

activities financed through IFAD-supported projects in Kenya and insufficient 
attention to policy dialogue and partnerships with bi-lateral and multi-lateral donors 
have constrained the Fund from contributing even more widely to improving rural 
incomes and livelihoods. Moreover, its largely exclusive focus, in the past, on 
medium to high potential areas in the south west of the country has also not 
enabled the Fund to contribute to exploiting the enormous economic potential in the 
ASALs, where around 30 per cent of all rural poor people live in Kenya. 

221. Being an organization focused exclusively on rural poverty reduction through 
sustainable agriculture and rural development, however, IFAD is favourably 
positioned to support the development of the agriculture sector in Kenya. It can 
leverage its comparative advantage, specialization and track record in Kenya and in 
other countries in East and Southern Africa to further growth and promote inclusive 
development by supporting small farmers development based on its proven 
community development, bottom-up and participatory approaches and experiences. 

Given that other donors are providing relatively limited resources to agriculture in 
Kenya, IFAD can take a leadership role in supporting Government in its own efforts 
in implementing the agriculture sector development strategy 2010-2020 and 
achieving the MDGs. 

222. Context. Kenya‘s population is around 38 million people, out of which close to 80 
per cent live in rural areas. The country‘s economy is quite well-diversified, with the 

largest contributors to GDP being agriculture, followed by transport, 
communications, and manufacturing. Kenya witnessed a spectacular economic 
recovery in the last decade. However, social inequalities also increased. The 
economic benefits went disproportionately to relatively well-off people and 
corruption remains a concern. Moreover, the recent instability following the 2007 

Women drying and separating beans on an experimental farm in Western Kenya. 
Source: Radhika Chalasani (IFAD) 
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elections took a toll on the Kenyan economy, which suffered a reduction in 
commodity exports and a sharp drop in tourism. The country's frequent droughts 
have also contributed to food insecurity. 

223. A power-sharing agreement brokered in 2008 has helped resolve some of the main 
concerns―notably through reforms to Kenya's legal and political institutions. With 
Kenya's strong civil society and independent media, the country has great potential 
for progress. However, Kenya ranks 128 out of 169 countries on the UNDP's 2010 
Human Development Index, and still one out of five Kenyans lives on less than 
US$1.25/day. 

224. The importance of agriculture (see paragraphs 27-50).84 Agriculture is the 
mainstay of Kenya‘s economy, contributing 26 per cent of the GDP directly and 
another 25 per cent indirectly. Growth in the national economy is highly correlated 

to growth and development in agriculture. About 80 per cent of all farmers are 
smallholders living on subsistence farming, which is constrained by poor access to 
land and water, inadequate service delivery and marketing opportunities, as well as 
relatively low levels of government expenditure. Agricultural productivity has 
improved on small farms in the last 5 years, with average yield of maize increasing 
from 1.5 to 3 tonnes per hectare.  

225. Poverty is highest in the ASALs, which is home to close to 30 per cent of the 
country‘s population and covers 80 per cent of the country‘s land. Around 11 million 
people live in the ASALs, out of which nearly 7 million live on less than one dollar 
per day, representing around 50 per of all rural poor people in the country. The 
number of rural poor in ASALs would be even greater if measured by those earning 
less than one and a quarter dollars per day. Many years of underdevelopment and 
poor policies in the arid and semi-arid regions mean that pressure is increasing on 
nomadic pastoralists, forming majority of people who live there. They mostly derive 
their livelihoods from livestock production, which currently accounts for 17 per cent 
of agricultural GDP and 7 per cent of national GDP. There is enormous economic 
and development potential in the ASALs, which has not be exploited in the past, 
especially in terms of value addition to livestock products, irrigated crop farming, 
fishing, eco-tourism, development of cottage industry, mining, and biodiversity.  

226. The main messages from the Kenya CPE (see paragraph 210). Government 

and IFAD share a common vision of using agriculture as a vehicle for improving 
rural livelihoods and incomes. The agriculture sector development strategy 2010-
2020 as well as the Kenya Vision 2030 provide an opportunity for further 
strengthening the partnership, given the close alignment between Government‘s 
own objectives in boosting agriculture and IFAD‘s mandate and priorities. IFAD‘s 
financial commitments to Kenya were around 4 per cent on average per year of 
government‘s total budget allocation to agriculture between 2000 and 2009. 
Defining a future course of action will however require building robustly on past 
experiences and lessons, both positive and negative, and in determining the nature 
and selectivity of activities to focus on moving forward.  

227. In looking at past co-operation, a comprehensive project portfolio has been rebuilt 
in the 2000s, following a period of lull in the 1990s, due mainly to concerns with 
fiduciary aspects including non-submission of audit reports. IFAD-supported 

operations have focused in a large variety of sub-sectors, such as natural resources 
management and environment, water resources management, rural finance, rural 
infrastructure, social development (health, water and sanitation), agriculture 
technology (research and extension), women‘s empowerment, grass-roots 
institution building, and more recently, commodity value chains including promoting 
agri-business and access to input and output markets and services. 

228. After more than ten years of experiences and intensive collaboration between IFAD 
and the Government, this independent CPE provides an opportunity for collective 
reflection on the priorities that might shape the future country programme. In this 

                                                   
84 The reference to paragraphs/chapters directs the reader to the analysis and findings in the main 
report which have informed the conclusions. 
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regard, there are two main messages that emerge from the evaluation‘s analysis 
that merit being highlighted and debated. These include the: (i) geographic 
coverage; and (ii) sub-sector focus of IFAD-supported activities in Kenya. 

229. On geographic coverage, the bulk of IFAD‘s assistance in Kenya since 2000 has 
been focused on high- and medium- potential areas for increased production and 
productivity, especially in the south-west of the country. However, in analysing the 
poverty dynamics in Kenya and taking into account the comparative advantage and 
specialization of IFAD, as well as the relatively limited efforts and resources 
devoted by other donors, the CPE questions whether in the future it would not be 
worthwhile for IFAD to think about investing greater attention in supporting the 
government in the development of the ASALs. Notwithstanding the risks involved of 
working in the ASALs, this would be consistent with Government‘s priorities as 

reflected in their agriculture sector development strategy 2010-2020. The latter 
and other key national policies (e.g., the Kenya Vision 2030) clearly recognise the 
enormous economic potential of developing the ASALs, as mentioned above. These 
policies and strategies also underline that long-term development in these areas 
would not only improve people‘s lives but also contribute to Kenya‘s economy and 
reduce the high costs associated with emergency drought assistance. Continuing to 
ignore the specific needs of ASALs will result in increased rural poverty and 
environmental degradation.  

230. The second issue relates to IFAD‘s sub-sector involvement and how past experience 
can help defining the areas of priority for the future. As discussed above, IFAD-
supported projects have covered a wide variety of sub-sectors, which has led to 
fragmentation in its assistance, especially in light of the relatively limited resources 
provided by IFAD to the Government of Kenya. This has also prevented the 
development of a critical mass of activities and corresponding experience in 

selected sub-sectors. Such a wide-ranging sub-sector approach has required 
partnership among several institutions at different administrative levels, including 
co-ordination of activities by diverse line ministries and authorities on the ground. 
The spread of sub-sectors also has had implications for supervision and 
implementation support activities, as IFAD needed to mobilise the required 
expertise to adequately cover a range of sub-sectors. It made monitoring more 
challenging, as a greater number of indicators need to be tracked, analysed and 
reported upon.  

231. Given the diversity of sub-sectors covered, IFAD has also had to mobilise co-
financing for projects in Kenya from diverse partners according to their own 
priorities and interests (e.g., AGRA, BSF, GEF, OFID and UNDP). This has led to 
increased efforts by the CPMs in managing such partnerships and by project staff 
during implementation. Therefore, the second question raised by the evaluation is 
whether, after ten years of solid experience of working in multiple sub-sectors, time 
has come to focus more narrowly in fewer areas and to partner with Government 
and other development organizations to provide the inputs in sub-sectors that IFAD 
does not prioritise in the future. This would be a way to achieve even better results 
in the future, in an even more efficient and sustainable manner.  

232. On a related point and apart from some good efforts (especially in the Mount Kenya 
project), IFAD could have done more to support the Government in promoting small 

scale irrigation. Currently, merely 9 per cent of the country‘s total irrigation 
potential has been developed including in the ASALs, where rivers, lakes and 
ground water offer significant opportunities for developing irrigated agriculture. In 
spite of some productivity increases on small farms in the recent past, sustainable 
water management remains a significant constraint for further enhancing 
productivity in the agriculture sector. This is therefore an area that requires 
consideration moving forward. 

233. Portfolio performance (see chapter IV). The overall IFAD-funded project 
portfolio performance in Kenya is considered as moderately satisfactory. 
Performance is particularly good in terms of relevance and rural poverty impact, 
followed by effectiveness, sustainability, and innovation and scaling up. Efficiency of 
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IFAD-supported operations is however the weakest performing evaluation criteria, 
also due to the diversity of components and sub-components funded by IFAD in the 
country. 

234. As in a large number of IFAD-supported operations globally, efficiency of operations 
in Kenya is the weakest performing evaluation criteria covered by the CPE. Some of 
the reasons for weak efficiency include slow procedures for replenishing project 
special accounts, delays in payment of services, high overall project management 
costs as a proportion of total project costs, multiple components and institutions 
involved in project execution, and in some cases, cost overruns that are hard to 
explain. Ensuring better efficiency therefore is an area that merits concerted 
attention and efforts in the future. 

235. IFAD‘s participatory and bottom-up approaches as well as emphasis on community 

development, and grass-roots institution building are valued by the Government 
and all main partners in Kenya. These characteristics including its focus on rural 
small farmers distinguish IFAD from other donors in the country. They are critical 
for building ownership at the local level that can contribute to better sustainability 
of benefits. Projects have also promoted domestic water supply, sanitation facilities 
and public health infrastructure, even though these are not areas of IFAD‘s 
comparative advantage and should be reconsidered in the future to limit the 
fragmentation of the country programme. A number of innovations have been 
introduced through IFAD-funded projects and there are examples of scaling up, 
however both innovation and scaling up are not driven by a coherent agenda and 
pursued currently on an ad-hoc basis.  

236. Recent IFAD-supported projects (i.e., on dairy and horticulture development, 
respectively) have adopted value chain approaches including promotion of 
commercialization and access to markets. However, the evaluation found limited 
involvement of private sector entities at different stages of the value chain, that 
project staff had insufficient familiarity with value chain approaches (e.g., of 
horticulture trade patterns in Kenya), opportunities for collaboration with other 
development organizations (e.g., USAID) working on the same value chains 
(horticulture and dairy) in the same project areas were not sufficiently explored, 
and the approach were more supply driven rather than based primarily on the 

priorities and expectations of targeted communities and individuals.  

237. Performance of lending agency and borrower (see paragraphs 156-180). 
IFAD‘s performance as a partner in Kenya has been satisfactory in the past decade. 
To its credit, useful efforts have been made to effectively reactivate a suspended 
portfolio in the 1990s. Since 2000, IFAD prepared two COSOPs for Kenya, financed 
six new loans, established a country presence with an out posted CPM and 
Associate CPM in Kenya, shifted to direct supervision and implementation support in 
all ongoing and new operations, set up a proactive CPMT with various in-country 
partners, and established its first regional office in Nairobi headed by a portfolio 
adviser. IFAD has however not engaged sufficiently in policy processes and in 
developing strategic partnerships (see below).  

238. On the other hand, the CPE underlined a number of areas of concern regarding the 
performance of Government, including weak project implementation capacity at the 

district level, small allocation of counter-part funds in the context of IFAD-
supported projects, insufficient commitment to policy implementation, slow flow of 
funds, and inadequate financial management, auditing and procurement processes. 
Although improving gradually, its national budget allocation to the agriculture 
sector has consistently fallen short of the 10 per cent target enshrined in the 2003 
Maputo declaration. The fragmentation of its institutional architecture - with ten 
different ministries dealing with agriculture and rural development - has created 
dispersion of resources and challenges in the delivery of projects and their co-
ordination. The Government appears now to be seriously concerned in revitalizing 
the sector, and has recently issued a new agriculture sector development strategy, 
signed the CAADP compact, and adopted a new national constitution. Moreover, the 
Ministries of Finance, Planning, Agriculture, Livestock, Water and Irrigation, Public 
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Health, and Gender Children and Social Development, have designated desk officers 
who follow IFAD matters in a more timely manner.  

239. Non-lending activities (see paragraphs 183-202). In terms of partnerships, 
the evaluation found that IFAD has established a robust partnership with the 
Government of Kenya, which values IFAD as a key multilateral development 
organization. Partnership with NGOs and CBOs in the context of IFAD operations 
has also been good, including the recent partnership with AGRA. Even though IFAD 
was a signatory of the KJAS, no discernable partnership was observed with two 
other major multilateral development Banks (AfDB and World Bank) in the country. 
There have been some co-financing partnerships with the UN system, but much 
more can be done with them and also those bi-lateral aid agencies (e.g., USAID) 
who are active in agriculture. Private sector engagement in IFAD operations was 

limited in the past, even though recently there is now an interesting partnership 
with Equity Bank in the provision of rural finance.  

240. The policy dialogue activities have been mostly linked to the experiences emerging 
from IFAD-supported projects, especially in the dairy and horticulture sub-sectors. 
At the national level, IFAD has contributed recently to the roll-out of the national 
irrigation policy by providing grant funding for sensitising parliamentarians and 
others on the main provisions of the policy. There are opportunities for IFAD to 
contribute more widely to national policy processes through the donor working 
group on agriculture. However, the Fund has been constrained by the limited 
amount of resources allocated for policy dialogue, staff expertise and because 
achievements in policy dialogue are not normally used as a measure of success in 
individual performance evaluations of IFAD staff, and the indicators for policy 
dialogue achievements in the COSOP results management framework have not 
been sufficiently developed. IFAD has an opportunity to take a greater role in 

bringing to the table its rich project experience that might have policy implications 
for small farm agriculture in Kenya. This would also be compatible with the 
expectations of, and appreciated by, Government and other partners.  

241. IFAD has established a number of communities of practice mostly with the 
participation of project staff including members of the Kenya CPMT on specific 
themes (water development, rural finance, group development, financial 

management, etc.), which promote knowledge sharing across the country 
programme. The CPMT is another platform for sharing knowledge among partners, 
and the IFAD web site includes a dedicated section with useful information on the 
Kenya country programme. The diversity of IFAD‘s sub-sector engagement in 
Kenya does however pose a challenge in terms of extracting and documenting 
lessons and good practices, which generally focus mostly on positive features of the 
country programme and less on learning from failures. 

242. Grants (see paragraphs 203-207). IFAD has provided a number of country 
specific grants to Kenya including global and regional grants that cover Kenya, 
inter-alia, on rural finance, sustainable land use, promoting of traditional drought 
resistant crops, agriculture water management, prevention of HIV/AIDS, knowledge 
management, and livestock production and marketing. The grants have been useful 
in undertaking research on key topics of concern to the country programme. 
However, the evaluation found that there are opportunities for better linkages 

between grants (especially global and regional grants) and investment operations. 
It also noted that grant recipients in Kenya were not fully aware of other grant 
activities in the country, thus limiting possible synergies among them and across 
the investment portfolio.  

243. IFAD’s physical presence in Kenya (see paragraphs 160-172). The Kenya 
country office in Nairobi has enabled the Fund to gain a better understanding of 
country context and develop greater communication and dialogue with a range of 
partners. The Government of Kenya, project staff and others are highly appreciative 
of the permanent physical presence of the CPM in Nairobi. Being based in the 
country, the CPM is able to provide more timely project supervision and 
implementation support, even though the country office‘s overall capacity and 
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resources to engage in policy dialogue remains constrained. This is partly due to 
the vast amount of work in the design of new operations and managing the six 
projects that are currently under implementation, but also due to the fact that the 
policy agenda and priorities are not sufficiently defined. The relationships, roles and 
responsibilities between the Kenya country office and IFAD‘s regional office for East 
and Southern Africa (see next paragraph) have yet to be fully articulated. 

244. The IFAD regional hub set up in Nairobi in 2007 was developed into a full-fledged 
regional office at the beginning of 2011, the first such decentralised organization 
structure in any of the five geographic regions covered by IFAD operations. The 
portfolio adviser is supported by three technical experts on gender, land and 
finance issues. The evaluation believes the establishment of such a regional office is 
an interesting innovation, as it provides an opportunity to bring IFAD closer to the 

ground in order to more effectively support the activities it finances throughout the 
region. However, the evaluation could not find any evidence of analytic work that 
led to the establishment of the regional office in Nairobi, nor why such an office was 
first set up in IFAD‘s ESA region. In any case, moving forward, there is a need to 
develop more clarity on the organizational structure of the regional office, its 
relationships with headquarters and the various country programmes in the region, 
the technical expertise that should be housed there, and its work programme.  

B. Recommendations 

245. The findings and conclusions of the CPE form the basis for the following six 
recommendations to serve as building blocks for the preparation of the next Kenya 
COSOP. 

246. Future geographic and sub-sector priorities (see paragraphs 228-232).85 
The next COSOP should be built on the foundations of IFAD‘s comparative 

advantage and specialization in Kenya. The new COSOP should specify that IFAD 
will include loan-funded investments in the ASALs, which has a large untapped 
economic potential (e.g., in irrigated crop farming and livestock development) and 
is home to around 50 per cent of all rural poor in Kenya. This would be consistent 
with the Government‘s own priorities of developing the ASALs to promote national 
economic development. The COSOP should specifically analyse, among other 
issues, the poverty profile of the rural poor in ASALs, the prevailing institutional 
capacities and infrastructure to support economic development, as well as the 
opportunities for partnership with other donors who could provide essential 
complementary inputs. Working in the ASALs can also contribute to enhancing 
efficiency of IFAD-funded projects, in light of the poverty incidence in those areas.  

247. Moreover, the COSOP should clearly define a narrower set of sub-sectors to 
prioritise in the future, including commodity value chain development with greater 
engagement of the private sector, small-scale participatory irrigation development 
especially in the arid and semi-arid lands, livestock development, agriculture 
technology to enhance productivity and long-term soil fertility, and natural 
resources and environmental management. The COSOP should explicitly articulate 
thematic areas that will not be covered by IFAD interventions in the future, 
including domestic water supply, health and sanitation, as they are not areas where 
IFAD has a comparative advantage.  

248. Development approach (see paragraphs 235-236). IFAD should continue 
working on community development and promote participatory and bottom-up 
approaches to agriculture and rural development, building strong grass-roots 
institutions and investing in gender equality and women‘s empowerment. These are 
IFAD trademarks and areas of support highly appreciated by Kenyan partners. As 
such, IFAD‘s renowned development approach should be weaved into its broader 
efforts aimed at commercialization and promoting small farming as a business. For 
example, contributing to empowerment of small farmers through training and 

                                                   
85 The reference to paragraphs leads the reader to corresponding sections in the conclusions of the CPE, 
which form the basis of each recommendation. 
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promoting grass-roots institution development (e.g., dairy cooperatives) would 
provide them greater access to markets and better prices.  

249. Innovation and scaling up (see paragraph 235). The next COSOP should 
clearly highlight areas where innovation will be pursued in the country programme, 
following a thorough assessment of areas where the introduction of innovation in 
agriculture can contribute to better results in reducing rural poverty. Some 
examples to consider in Kenya include small scale participatory irrigation and water 
management in arid and semi-arid areas to ensure sustainable use of ground 
water, and the engagement of private sector, such as supporting small firms that 
can provide agro-processing services for livestock value addition. The new COSOP 
should devote emphasis to scaling up for wider poverty impact. This will however 
require greater investment in building partnership with multilateral development 

banks and other donors as well as engage the government in policy dialogue, based 
on good practice examples and lessons emerging from the field.  

250. A more integrated country strategy (see paragraphs 239-242). The new 
COSOP should more precisely articulate how the various IFAD instruments (loans, 
regional and country grants, policy dialogue, partnership building and knowledge 
management) will complement each other and contribute towards the achievement 
of country programme objectives. For instance, this will require attention to 
ensuring synergies across investment operations, across regional and country 
specific grants, as well across investment operations and grants and non-lending 
activities (policy dialogue, knowledge management and partnership building). The 
non-lending activities will need to be resourced adequately, if they are to truly 
contribute to strengthening coherence within the country programme. 

251. In terms of priority for policy dialogue, based on the experience from IFAD-
supported projects, the Fund could support Government in developing new and 
refining existing policies for livestock development especially in arid and semi-arid 
areas, water management, and private sector engagement in small scale 
agriculture. Partnerships with the AfDB, FAO, USAID and World Bank should be 
strengthened, especially in identifying options for co-financing operations and 
scaling up, as well as undertaking joint policy dialogue with Government on key 
agriculture and rural development issues. 

252. Better government performance (see paragraph 238). The Government will 
need to ensure that it puts in place the necessary supporting policy and institutional 
framework, as well as allocate the required resources, that will lead to the 
regeneration of pro-poor growth in the country‘s agriculture sector. In particular, 
government will need to ensure that its auditing, financial and procurement 
systems are strengthened to ensure responsible use of IFAD loan funds, as well as 
work towards increasing its share of counter-part funds in IFAD-supported projects. 
On its side, IFAD can provide support to capacity building of government officials 
for better service delivery at the local level, support the government in the 
implementation of the national irrigation policy, and contribute to improving their 
financial and procurement systems to ensure more timely flow of funds and due 
diligence in use of resources. 

253. IFAD’s physical presence in Kenya (see paragraphs 243-244). The country 

office could play a greater role in evidence-based policy processes, which will 
however require allocating the required resources and time. The role of the CPM in 
policy dialogue should also be reflected adequately in his/her annual performance 
evaluation system objectives. It is essential that the relationships between the 
Kenya country office and the IFAD regional office in East and Southern Africa be 
rapidly outlined and communicated to all concerned in Kenya and throughout the 
region. 

254. It is recommended that the regional office‘s organizational structure be articulated 
clearly, including its relationships with headquarters and the various country 
programmes in the region, the technical expertise that should be housed there, and 
its work programme. In this regard, it would be advisable to develop specific 
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indicators that can be used to evaluate the performance and contribution of the 
regional office at an appropriate time in the future, including indicators that might 
shed light on value for money of the regional office. Similarly, it would be useful for 
ESA to prepare a periodic progress report on the regional office for the IFAD senior 
management, outlining the achievements and challenges of such a decentralised 
organizational arrangement.  
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Evaluation Framework: Kenya Country Programme Evaluation 

 Key Questions 
Main Sources of Data and 

Information 

Portfolio 
Performance 

Project Relevance 
• Are project objectives realistic and consistent with Kenya‘s national agriculture and rural development 
strategies and policies, the COSOP and relevant IFAD sector and sub sector policies, as well as the needs 
of the rural poor? 
• Was the project design (including synergies among activities and services, financial allocations, project 
management and execution, supervision and implementation support, and M&E arrangements) 
appropriate for achieving the project‘s core objectives? 
• How coherent was the project in terms of its fit with the policies, programmes and projects undertaken 
by the Government and other development partners in Kenya? 
• Was the project design participatory in the sense that it took into consideration the inputs and needs of 
key stakeholders, including the Government, executing agencies, cofinanciers and the expected 
beneficiaries and their grass-roots organizations? 
• Did the project benefit from available knowledge (for example, the experience of other similar projects 
in the area or in the country) during its design and implementation? 
• Did project objectives remain relevant over the period of time required for implementation? In the event 
of significant changes in the project context or in IFAD policies, has design been retrofitted? 
• What are the main factors that contributed to a positive or less positive assessment of relevance? 

Project Effectiveness 
• To what extent have the objectives of the project and its components been attained both in quantitative 
and in qualitative terms? 
• If the project is not yet complete, is it likely that so far unattained objectives may be accomplished in 
full/in part before its closure? 
• What factors in project design and implementation account for the estimated results in terms of 
effectiveness? 
• In particular, what changes in the overall context (e.g. policy framework, political situation, institutional 
set-up, economic shocks, civil unrest, etc.) have affected or are likely to affect project implementation and 
overall results? 

Project Efficiency 
• What are the costs of investments to develop specific project outputs (e.g., what is the cost of 
constructing one kilometre of rural road)? The quality of works/supplies needs to be fully (and explicitly) 
recognized for such input/output comparisons  
• Is the cost ratio of inputs to outputs comparable to local, national or regional benchmarks? 
• What are the loan costs per beneficiary (both at the time of appraisal and at the time of evaluation) and 
how do they compare to other IFAD-funded operations (or those of other donors) in the same country 
and/or other countries? 

 
Government of Kenya 
Plans; IFAD policy 
statements and Kenya 
COSOPS. Interviews with 
IFAD managers, 
Government of Kenya and 
project officials. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Evaluations of completed 
projects, Project 
Completion Reports (PCRs), 
Mid-term reviews and 
supervision reports. 
Surveys of project 
beneficiaries. 
 
 
Evaluations of completed 
projects, PCRs, Mid-term 
reviews and supervision 
reports. Surveys of project 
beneficiaries. Interviews 
with project managers. 
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 Key Questions 
Main Sources of Data and 

Information 

Portfolio 
Performance 

• How does the economic rate of return at evaluation compare with project design? 
• What are the administrative costs per beneficiary and how do they compare to other IFAD-funded operations 
(or those of other donors) in Kenya of other countries, especially in South Asian Countries? 
• A number of IFAD projects have had substantial delays in effectiveness. What has been the cause of these 
delays and how costly have these delays been? 
• By how much was the original closing date extended, and what were the additional administrative costs that 
were incurred during the extension period? 
• What factors helped account for project efficiency performance? 
 
Rural Poverty Impact 
I. Household income and assets 
• Did the composition and level of household incomes change (more income sources, more diversification, 
higher income)? 
• What changes are apparent in intra-household incomes and assets? 
• Did farm households‘ physical assets change (farmland, water, livestock, trees, equipment, etc.)? Did other 
household assets change (houses/pucca houses, bicycles, radios, television sets, telephones, etc.)? 
• Did households‘ financial assets change (savings, debt, borrowing, insurance)? 
• Were the rural poor able to access financial markets more easily? 
• Did the rural poor have better access to input and output markets? 
• Do the better health and education promoted by the programme allow the rural poor to obtain higher 
incomes and more assets? 
 
II. Human and social capital and empowerment 
• Did rural people‘s organizations and grass-roots institutions (such as SHGs, water user groups) change? 
• Were the SHGs established under the project effective in empowering women in the community and 
promoting gender equity? 
• Are changes in the social cohesion and local self-help capacities of rural communities visible? 
• To what extent did the project empower the rural poor vis-à-vis development actors and local and national 
public authorities? Do they play more effective roles in decision-making? Did the devolution process facilitated 
by the project? 
• Were the rural poor empowered to gain better access to the information needed for their livelihoods? 
• Did the rural poor gain access to better health and education facilities? 
• Two important social areas - youth and migration – have not figured prominently in IFAD‘s programme in 
Kenya. Should there have been a greater effort to integrate these issues into the programme?  
 
III. Food security and agricultural productivity 
• Did cropping intensity change? Was there an improvement in land productivity and, if so, to what extent? 
Did the returns to labour change? How many tribal households have transferred from subsistent shifting 
cultivation to economic agricultural activities? Did children‘s nutritional status change (e.g. stunting, wasting, 
underweight)? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Evaluations of completed 
projects, PCRs, Mid-term 
reviews and supervision 
reports. Surveys of project 
beneficiaries. Interviews 
with beneficiaries and 
project managers. 
 
 
 



 

 

7
8
 

لا
ل 

ذي
ي 

الثان
– 

ق 
ح

المل
ل
و
أل
ا

 
E
B
 2

0
1
3
/1

0
9
/R

.7
 

 Key Questions 
Main Sources of Data and 

Information 

Portfolio 
Performance 

• Did household food security change? 
• To what extent did the rural poor improve their access to input and output markets that could help them 
enhance their productivity and access to food? 
 
IV. Natural resources, environment and climate change 
• Did the status of the natural resources base change (land, water, forest, pasture, fish stocks, etc.)? In tribal 
development, how many shifting cultivation land were treated with sound conservation measures? 
• Did local communities‘ access to natural resources change (in general and specifically for the poor)? 
• Has the degree of environmental vulnerability changed (e g , exposure to pollutants, climate change effects, 
volatility in resources, potential natural disasters)? 
• Have the projects facilitated the implementation of policies and legislation such as those relating to the 
access of the poor to natural resources, adaptation to climate change, and the protection of biodiversity? 
• Discuss whether the approaches presented in the IFAD climate change strategy were adequately reflected in 
the COSOP and/or project being evaluated? 
• Evaluate whether climate change issues were treated as an integral dimension in the risk analysis that 
informed project/COSOP design? 
• Did the project contain specific adaptation and mitigation activities and what was their effect on the 
livelihoods of the rural poor? 
• Adaptation is defined by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) as: ―Adjustment in natural 
or human 
systems in response to actual or expected climatic stimuli or their effects, which moderates harm or exploits 
beneficial 
• Did the adaptation and mitigation activities ensure the sustainability of rural livelihoods within changing 
climate conditions? If yes, what were the results achieved? Did the budget include all costs associated with 
these activities? 
• Did the project help the rural poor to restore the natural resources and environment base that (may) have 
been affected by climate change? 
• Were adequate funds allocated to measures aiming at mitigate the climate-change related risks identified in 
the risk analysis? 
• Did the project contain activities and resources to capture and disseminate across the organization and 
externally experiences, lessons and innovations on climate change? 
• Provide an analysis of any disaster preparedness measures, for example, in terms of agro meteorological 
warning systems, drought contingency plans, response to flooding, weather-indexed risk insurance, etc.? 
 
V. Institutions and policies 
• Were there any changes in rural financial institutions (e.g., in facilitating access for the rural poor)? 
• How did public institutions and service delivery for the rural poor change? 
• What improvements were discernable in local governance, including the capacity and role of government 
departments, NGOs, the private sector, and elected bodies and officials? 
• Were there any changes in national/sectoral policies affecting the rural poor? 

 
 
 
 
 
Visits to sites of completed 
projects and interviews with 
beneficiaries and project 
managers. In selected cases 
consideration will be given 
to commissioning new 
surveys.  
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 Key Questions 
Main Sources of Data and 

Information 

Portfolio 
Performance 

• Did the regulatory framework change insofar as its impact on the rural poor? 
• Did market structures and other institutional factors affecting poor producers‘ access to markets change? 
Note: For each domain, the evaluation should describe the impact achieved and also the underlying reasons 
(i.e. the “why” factor) behind the observed or expected changes.  
 
Project Sustainability 
• Was a specific exit strategy or approach prepared and agreed upon by key partners to ensure post project 
sustainability? 
• What are the chances that benefits generated by the project will continue after project closure, and what 
factors militate in favour of or against maintaining benefits? What is the likely resilience of economic activities 
to shocks or progressive exposure to competition and reduction of subsidies? 
• How robust are the institutions that have been established under IFAD projects, and are they likely to be 
able to ensure the continuation of benefits to the rural poor?  
• Is there a clear indication of Government commitment after the loan closing date, for example, in terms of 
provision of funds for selected activities, human resources availability, continuity of pro-poor policies and 
participatory development approaches, and institutional support? Did the IFAD project design anticipate that 
such support would be needed after loan closure? 
• Do project activities benefit from the engagement, participation and ownership of local communities, grass-
roots organizations, and the rural poor? 
• Did the NGOs involved continue their support to village organizations after project closure? 
• Are adopted approaches technically viable? Do project users have access to adequate training for 
maintenance and to spare parts and repairs? 
• Are the ecosystem and environmental resources (e.g. fresh water availability, soil fertility, and vegetative 
cover) likely to contribute to project benefits or is there a depletion process taking place? 
• IFAD is one of the few agencies that have operated in conflict situations in Kenya. Are there lessons from 
IFAD‘s involvement in such situations? 
Innovations, Replication and Scaling up 
• What are the characteristics of innovation(s) promoted by the project or programme? Are the innovations 
consistent with the IFAD definition of this concept? 
• How did the innovation originate (e g , through the beneficiaries, Government of Kenya, IFAD, NGOs, 
research institution, etc) and was it adapted in any particular way during project/programme design? 
• Are the actions in question truly innovative or are they well-established elsewhere but new to the country or 
project area? 
• Were successfully promoted innovations documented and shared? Were other specific activities (e.g., 
workshops, exchange visits, etc.) undertaken to disseminate the innovative experiences? 
• Have these innovations been replicated and scaled up and, if so, by whom? If not, what are the realistic 
prospects that they can and will be replicated and scaled up by the Government, other donors and/or the 
private sector? 
• Did COSOP and project design have an explicit strategy and define pathways for scaling up, and was an 
ultimate scale target included? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Interviews with Government 
of Kenya and state and local 
governments. In depth 
reviews of project 
documents. Discussions with 
IFAD managers.  
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 Key Questions 
Main Sources of Data and 

Information 

 • Did the project design build on prior successful experiences and lessons with scaling up? 
• Did the project design documents – or related background documentation including, but not limited to, RB-
COSOP and/or other sources - address what are the potential drivers and constraints that will affect the scale-
up potential of the project? 
• Did project implementation – under this or any other complementary intervention supported by IFAD in the 
same country - support the development of relevant drivers (e.g., in terms of resources allocation for 
knowledge management) that are essential for scaling up? 
• Were proactive efforts made to identify and develop strategic partnerships with organizations which could 
potentially be involved in scaling up of successfully piloted innovations? 
• Did the projects M&E system – under this or any other complementary intervention supported by IFAD - help 
capture successful innovative activities that have potential for scaling up? 
• Were efforts related to scaling up assessed and reported upon in the MTR and periodic supervision 
processes? 
 
Gender 
• What is the relevance of design in terms of gender equality and women‘s empowerment? This will include 
assessing the results-framework of COSOPs and projects to assess whether IFAD‘s corporate objectives on 
gender are adequately 
integrated therein. 
• How effective have projects being in promoting gender equality and women‘s empowerment? 
• Were gender dimensions adequately included in the project‘s annual work plans and budgets? 
• What percentage of total project resources was invested for gender equality and women‘s empowerment 
activities? 
• What was the impact of the project in terms of promoting gender equality and women‘s empowerment? 
Among other issues, this would include assessing whether: there are changes to household members including 
women‘s workload, women‘s health, skills, income and nutritional levels; women have greater influence in 
decision-making; women have been empowered to gain better access to resources and assets; there are 
changes in gender relations within the households and communities in the project area, etc. 
• To what extent is the gender-related impact likely to be sustainable after the completion of the IFAD-funded 
project period? 
• To what extent did the project: (i) Monitor gender-disaggregated outputs to ensure gender equality and 
women‘s empowerment objectives were being met; (ii) Adapt project implementation as required to better 
meet gender equality and 
women‘s empowerment objectives; (iii) supervision and implementation support address and report on gender 
issues; (iv) Engage in policy dialogue to promote changes to government and other partner systems and 
processes that would improve gender equality and women‘s empowerment; and (iv) systematically analyse, 
document and disseminate lessons on gender equality and women‘s empowerment? 
• What were the strengths and weaknesses of the contributions of IFAD and the Government, respectively, in 
promoting gender equality and women‘s empowerment? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Interviews with partner 
agencies, NGOs and IFAD 
managers. 
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 Key Questions 
Main Sources of Data and 

Information 

Performance 
of Partners 

 

IFAD 
• Did IFAD mobilize adequate technical expertise in the project design? 
• Was the design process participatory (with national and local agencies, grass-roots organizations) and did it 
promote ownership by the borrower? 
• Were specific efforts made to incorporate the lessons and recommendations from previous independent 
evaluations in project design and implementation? 
• Did IFAD adequately integrate comments made by its quality enhancement and quality assurance processes? 
• Did IFAD (and the Government) take the initiative to suitably modify project design (if required) during 
implementation in response to any major changes in the context, especially during the MTR? 
• What was the performance of IFAD in projects that are under direct supervision and implementation 
support? In the case of the supervision of a cooperating institution, how effective was IFAD in working with the 
institution to carry out the mandated task? In both cases, has IFAD exercised its developmental and fiduciary 
responsibilities, including compliance with loan and grant agreements? 
•Was prompt action taken to ensure the timely implementation of recommendations stemming from the 
supervision and implementation support missions, including the MTR? 
• Did IFAD undertake the necessary follow-up to resolve any implementation bottlenecks? 
• Where applicable, what is the role and performance of IFAD‘s country presence team in Kenya (including 
proxy country presence arrangements)? Did IFAD headquarters provide the necessary support to its country 
presence team, for example, in terms of resources, follow-up and guidance, adequate delegation of authority, 
and so on? 
• Has IFAD made proactive efforts to be engaged in policy dialogue activities at different levels in order to 
ensure, inter alia, the replication and scaling up of pro-poor innovations? 
• Has IFAD been active in creating an effective partnership and maintaining coordination among key partners 
to ensure the achievement of project objectives, including the replication and scaling up of pro-poor 
innovations? 
• Has IFAD, together with the Government, contributed to planning an exit strategy? 
 
Government of Kenya 
• Has the Government assumed ownership and responsibility for the project? Judging by its actions and 
policies, has the Government, including national, state and local governments, been fully supportive of project 
goals? 
• Has adequate staffing and project management been assured? Have appropriate levels of counterpart 
funding been provided on time? 
• Has project management discharged its functions adequately, and has the Government provided policy 
guidance to project management staff when required? 
• Did the Government ensure suitable coordination of the various departments involved in execution?  
• Has auditing been undertaken in a timely manner and have reports been submitted as required? 
• Did the Government (and IFAD) take the initiative to suitably modify the project design (if required) during 
implementation in response to any major changes in the context? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Interviews with Government 
of Kenya officials and IFAD 
managers. 
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 Key Questions 
Main Sources of Data and 

Information 

 • Was prompt action taken to ensure the timely implementation of recommendations from supervision and 
implementation support missions, including the MTR? 
• Has an effective M&E system been put in place and does it generate information on performance and impact 
which is useful for project managers when they are called upon to take critical decisions? 
• Has the Government (and IFAD) contributed to planning an exit strategy and/or making arrangements for 
continued funding of certain activities? 
• Have loan covenants and the spirit of the loan agreement been observed? 
• Has the Government facilitated the participation of NGOs and civil society where appropriate? 
• Have the flow of funds and procurement procedures been suitable for ensuring timely implementation? 
• Has the Government engaged in a policy dialogue with IFAD concerning the promotion of pro-poor 
innovations? 
 
Cooperating Institution 
• Should there have been greater involvement of partners such as the UN agencies and other development 
agencies in the design, financing and implementation of the programme?  
• Has the supervision and implementation support programme been properly managed (frequency, 
composition, continuity)?  
• Has the cooperating institution complied with loan covenants? 
• Has the cooperating institution been effective in financial management? 
• Has the cooperating institution sought to monitor project impacts and IFAD concerns (e.g., targeting, 
participation, empowerment of the poor and gender aspects)? 
• Have implementation problems been highlighted and appropriate remedies suggested? Have the suggestions 
and related actions been followed in the next supervisions? 
• Has the cooperating institution promoted or encouraged self-assessment and learning processes? 
• Has the supervision process enhanced implementation and poverty impacts? 
• Has the cooperating institution been responsive to requests and advice from IFAD when carrying out its 
supervision and project implementation responsibilities? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Interviews with 
representatives of 
cooperating institutions. 
PCRs, Mid-term Reviews and 
evaluations of completed 
projects. 
 

Non-lending 
activities 

 
Relevance 

• Are policy dialogue, partnership-building, and knowledge management objectives clearly outlined in the 
COSOP? Are they in line with the needs of the poor and are they consistent with the strategic objectives of the 
COSOP and lending operations, as well as with the Government‘s priorities? 
• Do the selected non-lending activities provide sufficient support for country programme objectives as per 
COSOP, as well as the loan portfolio in the country? 
• Were resources earmarked for non-lending activities and explicitly outlined in the COSOP (e.g., in the form 
of grants and/or the IFAD administrative budget)? 
• Was the selected mix of policy dialogue, partnership-building and knowledge management appropriate and 
relevant? 
• Were the advisory services delivered by other partners taken into account in selecting the focus of non-
lending work? 

 
 
Review of IFAD 
documentation on non-
lending activities. 
Discussions with 
counterparts responsible for 
implementing these 
activities. 
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 Key Questions 
Main Sources of Data and 

Information 

COSOP 
Performance 

Relevance 
Assessment of the alignment of strategic objectives 
• Were the objectives set out in the COSOP consistent with the overarching objectives of the prevailing IFAD 
strategic framework and relevant corporate policies? 
• Were the strategic objectives identified in the COSOP consistent with the Government‘s strategies and 
policies, such as the PRSP and agricultural sector framework, for agriculture and rural development as well as 
economic and social development? 
• Were the strategic objectives clearly defined and suitable for achieving sustainable rural poverty reduction? 
Was the basic approach adopted by IFAD, focused on support for women and socially excluded groups, too 
narrowly defined in terms of a broad strategy for rural poverty reduction? Should there have been an attempt 
to encompass issues such as youth, migration and addressing conflict in the rural areas? 
• Did the poverty analysis (economic and sector work) provide an adequate basis for the development of 
overall strategy; including the selection of the main elements of the COSOP (refer to Evaluation Manual)? 
• Are the strategic objectives aligned with the priorities of other bilateral and multilateral donors working in 
agriculture and rural development in the same country? If other donors pursued other priorities, should they 
have been convinced to align with IFAD? 
Evaluating the coherence of the main elements of the COSOP 
• Did the strategy succinctly articulate IFAD‘s comparative advantage and competencies in the country (i.e. 
country positioning)? 
• Were the target groups clearly identified in terms of the nature of the assistance that IFAD would provide? 
• Did IFAD select the most appropriate sub-sectors for investments? 
• Were the geographic priorities defined in the strategy consistent with the definition of the target groups? 
• Were the main partner institutions (e.g. for project execution, supervision and implementation support, 
community mobilization, cofinancing) the correct ones for meeting the country strategy objectives? 
• Were specific objectives defined and resources allocated for non-lending activities, including policy dialogue, 
partnership-building and knowledge management? 
• Were appropriate synergies foreseen within and among investment activities and between lending and non-
lending activities? That is, did IFAD‘s overall assistance constitute a coherent country programme? For 
example, in terms of supervision and implementation support, the roles of the country programme 
management team and country presence arrangements. Country positioning is a measure of how well the 
organization responded to (or even anticipated) the evolving development challenges and priorities of the 
Government, built on the organization's comparative advantages, and designed its country strategies and 
programmes in a manner that took into consideration the support available from other development partners  
• Did IFAD assess the extent to which the global policy environment (trade, migration, etc.) and exogenous 
factors (e.g., climate change, exposure to natural disasters) should guide the choice of lending and non-
lending instruments and the priorities for IFAD engagement through lending and non-lending services? 

 
Review of COSOP. Interviews 
with Government of Kenya 
and IFAD managers.  

 



 

 

8
4
 

لا
ل 

ذي
ي 

الثان
– 

ق 
ح

المل
ل
و
أل
ا

 
E
B
 2

0
1
3
/1

0
9
/R

.7
 

 Key Questions 
Main Sources of Data and 

Information 

COSOP 
Performance 

Country programme management and COSOP management 
• Did the Fund and Government of Kenya select appropriate supervision and implementation support 
arrangements? 
• How did country presence support the COSOP strategic objectives? Was the most suitable country presence 
arrangement established in the country? 
• Were lessons learned and recommendations set forth in independent evaluations properly reflected in the 
country strategy? 
• Were sufficient administrative and human resources made available for the implementation of the country 
strategy by both IFAD and the Government? 
• Did the CPM and country presence officer have appropriate skills and competencies to promote the policy 
dialogue and partnership-building objectives identified in the COSOP? 
• What is the quality of the COSOP results management framework, project status reports, and aggregated 
Results and Impact Management System reports and country programme sheets? Were Management actions 
in connection with this information system appropriate? 
• Was the COSOP M&E performed properly? Were annual country programme reviews undertaken in a timely 
manner and were the corresponding recommendations implemented within the required time frames? 
• As the COSOP is dynamic, was it modified to reflect changes at the country level? 
• Did the CPMT concept function appropriately and make the required contribution to country programme 
management? 

 
Effectiveness 

• To what extent were the main strategic objectives included in the COSOP achieved? 
• If a new COSOP is not yet foreseen, is it likely that so far unattained objectives may be achieved in full or in 
part? 
• What changes in the context have influenced or are likely to influence the fulfilment of the strategic 
objectives? Was the COSOP properly adapted mid-course to reflect changes in the context? 
• Did the Fund devote sufficient attention and resources to promoting effectiveness? 

 

 

 

 



 EB 2013/109/R.7  الثانيالملحق  –الثاني ذيل لا

  85 

 

 

Definition of the Evaluation Criteria used by the Independent Office of 

Evaluation of IFAD 

Criteria Definitiona 

Project performance  

Relevance The extent to which the objectives of a development intervention are 
consistent with beneficiaries‘ requirements, country needs, 
institutional priorities and partner and donor policies. It also entails 
an assessment of project coherence in achieving its objectives. 

Effectiveness The extent to which the development intervention‘s objectives were 
achieved, or are expected to be achieved, taking into account their 
relative importance. 

Efficiency A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, 
time, etc.) are converted into results. 

Rural poverty impactb  

 
 

Impact is defined as the changes that have occurred or are expected 
to occur in the lives of the rural poor (whether positive or negative, 
direct or indirect, intended or unintended) as a result of development 
interventions.  

 Household income and assets Household income provides a means of assessing the flow of 
economic benefits accruing to an individual or group, whereas assets 
relate to a stock of accumulated items of economic value. 

 Human and social capital and 
empowerment 

Human and social capital and empowerment include an assessment 
of the changes that have occurred in the empowerment of 
individuals, the quality of grass-roots organizations and institutions, 
and the poor‘s individual and collective capacity. 

 Food security and agricultural 
productivity 

Changes in food security relate to availability, access to food and 
stability of access, whereas changes in agricultural productivity are 
measured in terms of yields. 

 Natural resources and the 
environment and climate change 

 

The focus on natural resources and the environment involves 
assessing the extent to which a project contributes to changes in the 
protection, rehabilitation or depletion of natural resources and the 
environment. It also assesses any impacts projects may have in 
adapting to and/or mitigating climate change effects.  

 Institutions and policies 
 

The criterion relating to institutions and policies is designed to assess 
changes in the quality and performance of institutions, policies and 
the regulatory framework that influence the lives of the poor. 

Other performance criteria  

 Sustainability 
 

The likely continuation of net benefits from a development 
intervention beyond the phase of external funding support. It also 
includes an assessment of the likelihood that actual and anticipated 
results will be resilient to risks beyond the project‘s life.  

 Promotion of pro-poor 
innovation, replication and 
scaling up 

The extent to which IFAD development interventions have: 
(i) introduced innovative approaches to rural poverty reduction; and 
(ii) the extent to which these interventions have been (or are likely 
to be) replicated and scaled up by government authorities, donor 
organizations, the private sector and others agencies. 

 Gender 

The criterion assesses the efforts made to promote gender equality 
and women‘s empowerment in the design, implementation, 
supervision and implementation support, and evaluation of IFAD-
assisted projects. 

Overall project achievement This provides an overarching assessment of the project, drawing 
upon the analysis made under the various evaluation criteria cited 
above. 
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Performance of partners   

 IFAD 

 Government  

 Cooperating institution 

 NGO/Community-based 
organization 

This criterion assesses the contribution of partners to project design, 
execution, monitoring and reporting, supervision and implementation 
support, and evaluation. The performance of each partner will be 
assessed on an individual basis with a view to the partner‘s expected 
role and responsibility in the project life cycle.  

a These definitions have been taken from the Organization for Economic Co-operation and 
Development/Development Assistance Committee Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results-Based 
Management and from the IFAD Evaluation Manual (2009). 
b It is important to underline that the IFAD Evaluation Manual also deals with the ―lack of intervention‖. That is, no 

specific intervention may have been foreseen or intended with respect to one or more of the five impact domains. In 
spite of this, if positive or negative changes are detected and can be attributed in whole or in part to the project, a 

rating should be assigned to the particular impact domain. On the other hand, if no changes are detected and no 
intervention was foreseen or intended, then no rating (or the mention ―not applicable‖) is assigned.  

 



 EB 2013/109/R.7  الثالثالملحق  –الثاني ذيل لا

  87 

Bibliography 
 
Background Information  
AQUASTAT Survey 2005, Irrigation in Africa in figures – FAO, 2006. 
 

AfDB, Kenya, Country Strategy Paper 2008-2012, Country and Regional Department - 
East A (OREA), November 2008.  

 
AfDB, Kenya, Evaluation of Bank Assistance to the Agriculture and Rural Development 

Sector, Operations Evaluation Department, 2005, p 4.  
 
Government of the Republic of Kenya, Kenya Vision 2030, First Medium Term Plan 

(2008-2010), 2008. 
 
Government of Kenya, Investment Programme for the Economic Recovery Strategy for 

Wealth and Employment Creation, 2003-2007, 2004.  
 
Government of Kenya, Strategy for Revitalizing Agriculture 2004-2014, Ministry of 

Agriculture & Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries Development. 

 
Government of Kenya, Ministry of Water Development, The National Policy on Water 

Resources Management and Development. 1999. 
 
Government of Kenya, The Water Act 2002. Government Printer Nairobi 2002. 
 
Government of Kenya, Arid and Semi-Arid Lands (ASALs) National Vision and Strategy, 

Natural Resource Management, 2005-2015, 2005, p. 3. 
 
IFAD, Document EB2003/78/R 17/Rev. 1). www ifad org/evaluation/policy/index.htm  
www.ifad.org/evaluation/process_methodology/doc/manual.pdf.  
 
IFAD, PPMS Country Portfolio Summary. 
 
Kaufmann D, A Kraay, M. Mastruzzi, Governance Matters VIII: Governance Indicators for 

1996-2008, 2009 at www.govindicators.org.  
 
Kenya Country Report, The Economist Intelligence Unit, April 2009. 
 
National Bureau of Statistics, Basic Report on Well Being in Kenya, Kenya, 2006. 
 

National Bureau of Statistics, Kenya Integrated Household Budget Survey 2005/06. 
 
Ministry of Health, University of Nairobi, SOMANET, UNICEF. 2000. Anaemia and the 

Status of Iron, Vitamin A and Zinc in Kenya in: World Food Programme Country 
Programme for Kenya 2009-2013. 

 
Mwega, Francis M. A Case Study of Aid Effectiveness in Kenya, Volatility and 

Fragmentation of Foreign Aid, with a focus on Health, Wolfensohn Centre for 
Development, Working Paper 8, January 2009 and Shantayanan Devarajan/ David 
R. Dollar/ Torgny Holmgren, Aid and Reform in Africa, Lessons from Ten Case 
Studies, The World Bank, April 2001. 

 
Poole, Joyce H and Leakey, Richard E , Kenya in Lutz, Ernst and Caldecott, Julian Oliver 

ed, Decentralization and Biodiversity Conservation, World Bank, 1996, pp. 55-63. 

 
Republic of Kenya, Interim Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper 2000-2003. 
 

http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/policy/index.htm
http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/process_methodology/doc/manual.pdf
http://www.govindicators.org/


 EB 2013/109/R.7  الثالثالملحق  –الثاني ذيل لا

  88 

Sambili, Dr Edward, Permanent Secretary, Ministry of State for Planning, National 
Development and Vision 2030, presentation on 2010 Public Expenditure Review 
(PER) and the First Annual Progress Report on the Implementation of the First 
Medium Term Plan of the Kenya Vision 2030, Nairobi, 2010.  

 
UNDP, Human Development Report, Statistical Update 2008. 

 
UNICEF, The State of the World‘s Children, 2008.  
 
WHO/UNICEF Coverage Estimates of Improved Drinking Water, Kenya Joint Monitoring 

Programme for Water Supply and Sanitation, , July 2008.  
 
World Bank, Country Partnership Strategy for the Republic Of Kenya for the Period FY 

2010-2013, Report No. 52521-KE, March 2010.  
 
World Bank, World Development Indicators, 2009. 
 
World Bank, Country Partnership Strategy for the Republic Of Kenya for the Period FY 

2010-2013, Report No. 52521-KE, March 2010.  
 

World Bank, Project Appraisal Document for the Kenya Agricultural Productivity Project in 
Support of the First Phase of the Kenya Agricultural Productivity Program, June 17, 
2004, annexes p. 18.  

 
 
IFAD Documents and IFAD Project-related Documents 
IFAD, IOE, Kenya CPE, EPHTFCP Performance Assessment, Rome, May 2010.  
 
IFAD, IOE, Kenya CPE, MKEPP Performance Assessment, Rome, June 2010.  
 
IFAD, IOE, Kenya CPE, Desk Review Report, Rome, August 2009.  
 
IFAD, PPMS Projects Cofinanced with WB, GEF, BFS, OPEC Fund for International 

Development and UNDP (current amount). 

 
IFAD, COSOP 2002, Rome, 2002. 
 
IFAD, COSOP 2007, Rome, 2007. 
 
IFAD, IFAD-KENYA Country Strategic Opportunities Programme, Midterm Review, Draft, 

April 2010.  
 
IFAD, Republic of Kenya, Programme for Rural Outreach of Financial Innovations & 

Technologies (PROFIT), Project Design Report, Volume I, 30 December 2009.  
 
IFAD, CKDAP PMU, Rapid Impact Assessment Report, CKADP, Nyeri 2008.  
 
IFAD, CKDAP, Trends in Livelihoods, 2009.  

 
IFAD, Republic of Kenya, Mount Kenya East Pilot Project for Natural Resource 

Management, Project Performance Assessment (PPA), 2009.  
 
IFAD, Kenya, Programme Status Reports 2004-2009, Rome, 2009. 
 
IFAD, Progress report on implementation of the performance-based allocation system, 

Executive Board — Ninety-eighth Session, Rome, 15-17 December 2009. 
 
IFAD, PPMS Status of Funds by Category, July 2009. 



 EB 2013/109/R.7  الثالثالملحق  –الثاني ذيل لا

  89 

 
Government of Kenya/IFAD, South Nyanza Community Development Project, Appraisal 

Report, April 2004. 
 
Government of Kenya/IFAD, Central Kenya Dry Areas Smallholder Development Project, 

Appraisal Report, December 2000. 

 
Government of Kenya/IFAD, South Nyanza Community Development Project, April 2004. 
 
Log Associates, Project Impact Assessment Report, SNCDP July 2009.  
 
Republic of Kenya, SNCDP, Baseline Survey, Final Draft Report, Log Associates, 

September 2006.  

 
Republic of Kenya, SNCDP, Interim Project Assessment Report, 2009.  
 
Other Authors 
AFDB, IFAD (2010), Towards purposeful partnerships in African agriculture, April 2010.  
 
Dai, D. N, M. M. Odera, T. Reardon,. Honglin Wang, Kenyan Supermarkets, Emerging 

Middle-Class Horticultural Farmers, and Employment Impacts on the Rural Poor, 
World Development Vol 37,No 11, pp 1802–1811,2009, 2009 Elsevier Ltd.  

 
Morel-Seytoux, S., Review of Gender Issues in the USAID/Kenya Integrated Strategic 

Plan (ISP) 2001-2005: Democracy and Governance, Economic Growth, Population 
and Health, and Natural Resources Management. Development Alternatives, Inc., 
International Centre for Research on Women Academy for Educational 
Development, Washington, DC, 2000. 

 
Pelrine, R. Besigye A., Ssebbaale E., N. Awori and M. Rostal, Kenya Dairy Value Chain 

Finance – Research and Recommendations, United States Agency for International 
Development Kenya, August 2009.  

 
Price Waterhouse Coopers (PWC), SDCP, Report on Flow of Funds for the Period from 01 

July 2008 to 30 June 2009, Loan Account No 678 KE and Grant No BC 815 KE, 
Nairobi, February 2010.  

 
Internet 
www.danidadevforum.um.dk/NR/0/KenyaPresentation.ppt  

http://www.ke.undp.org/aboutus/3.  

https://extranet.fao.org/fpmis/FPMISReportServlet.jsp?APD=&countryId=KE&div=&fund
G=&type= 
countryprofileopen&lng=EN&qlfrs=&UF=N&typeUF=&colorder=2345&pwb=&sorttyp
e=1  

https://docs.zoho.com/index do.  

www.undp.org/drylands/docs/drought/presentations/Day-2-Six ppt  

http://www.ruralpovertyportal.org/web/guest/country/home/tags/kenya 

http://www.afrol.com/articles/25463 
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IFAD-funded Projects and Programmes in Kenya 

Project 
ID Project Name 

Project 
Type 

IFAD 
approved 

financing 
(US$ „000) 

Board 
Approval 

Loan 
Signing 

Loan 

Effective-
ness 

Project 
Start-up 

Date* 
 

Project 

Completion 
Date 

Current 
Loan 

Closing 
Date 

Cooperating 
Institution 

Project 
Status 

25 Second Integrated 
Agricultural Development 

Project 

AGRIC 17000 18 Dec 
79 

21 Dec 79 19 Jun 80 Unknown 31 Dec 89 30 Jun 90 IDA Closed 

132 National Extension Project RSRCH 6000 13 Sep 
83 

09 Nov 83 22 Dec 83 Unknown 31 Dec 90 30 Jun 91 IDA Closed 

188 Animal Health Services 
Rehabilitation Programme 

LIVST 8000 30 Apr 
86 

21 Jul 86 02 Dec 87 Unknown 30 Jun 93 31 Dec 93 IDA Closed 

238 Kwale and Kilifi District 
Development Project 

AGRIC 8001 25 Apr 
89 

24 May 89 13 Mar 90 Unknown 31 Dec 95 30 Jun 96 IDA Closed 

271 Farmers' Groups and 

Community Support Project 

RURAL 6500 11 Dec 

90 

29 May 91 18 Oct 91 Unknown 30 Jun 96 31 Dec 96 UNOPS Closed 

458 Coast Arid and Semi-Arid 
Lands Development Project 

AGRIC 15700 12 Dec 
90 

29 May 91 09 Jul 92 Unknown 31 Dec 99 30 Jun 00 UNOPS Closed 

467 Eastern Province 
Horticulture and Traditional 

Food Crops Project 

AGRIC 10970 02 Dec 
93 

15 Feb 94 14 Jul 94 28 April 
1997 

30 Jun 07 31 Dec 07 UNOPS Closed 

366 Western Kenya District-

based Agricultural 
Development Project 

RSRCH 11650 05 Dec 

94 

03 Feb 95 27 Jun 95 14 July 

1997 

30 Jun 00 31 Dec 00 UNOPS Closed 

516 Second National 
Agricultural Extension 

Project 

RSRCH 9370 11 Sep 
96 

16 Sep 96 29 Nov 96 Unknown 30 Sep 97 31 Mar 98 IDA Closed 

1114 Central Kenya Dry Area 

Smallholder and 
Community Services 

Development Project 

AGRIC 10919 07 Dec 

00 

27 Feb 01 01 Jul 01 23 Aug 

2001 

31 Dec 10 30 Jun 11 Direct 

Supervision 

Completed 

1234 Mount Kenya East Pilot 

Project for Natural 
Resource Management 

RURAL 16740 11 Dec 

02 

26 Feb 03 01 Jul 04 25 Nov 

2004 

30 Sep 11 31 Mar 12 Direct 

Supervision 

Ongoing 

1243 Southern Nyanza 
Community Development 

Project 

RURAL 21497 18 Dec 
03 

17 Mar 04 10 Aug 04 22 Nov 
2004 

30 Sep 11 31 Mar 12 Direct 
Supervision 

Ongoing 

1305 Smallholder Dairy 

Commercialization 
Programme 

AGRIC 18335 13 Dec 

05 

25 Jan  

06 

12 Jul 06 17 Sept 

2006 

30 Sep 12 31 Mar 13 Direct 

Supervision 

Ongoing 

1330 Smallholder Horticulture 
Marketing Programme 

MRKTG 23930 18 Apr 
07 

10 Jul  
07 

23 Nov 07 December 
2007 

31 Dec 13 30 Jun 14 Direct 
Supervision 

Ongoing 

1378 Programme for Rural 
Outreach of Financial 

Innovations and 
Technologies 

CREDIT 29905 16 Sept 
10 

22 Dec 10 22 Dec 10 15 Jan 
2008 

31 Dec 16 30 June 
17 

Direct 
Supervision 

Ongoing 
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Kenya CPE: Ratings of IFAD-funded Projects 

Evaluation Criteria EPHTFCP CKDAP MKEPP SNCDP SDCP SHOMAP PROFIT 

CPE portfolio 

assessment1 

I.  Core performance criteria  

Relevance 3 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 

Effectiveness 3 4 5 4    4 

Efficiency 1 3 4 3    3 

II.  Rural poverty impact 3 5 5 5    5 

Household income and assets 3 5 5 5    5 

Human and social capital and 

empowerment 
3 5 5 5    5 

Food security and agricultural 

productivity 
4 5 5 5    5 

Natural resources, the environment and 

climate change 
NR 4 5 NR    5 

Institutions and policies 2 4 5 4    4 

III.  Other performance criteria   

Sustainability 3 4 5 4 4 4  4 

Innovation and scaling up 3 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 

Gender equality and women’s 

empowerment 
4 5 4 5 4 4  4 

IV.  Overall project portfolio achievement 3 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 

                                                   
1  The final ratings for portfolio assessment do not consider the ratings for the EPHTFCP, as this project was designed in the 1990s, and initiated by AfDB and not IFAD. 
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Kenya CPE Self-Assessment of IFAD-supported Project Managers1 

Aggregate Summary 

Lead Questions Answers 

Project Design 

Is project design relevant 
to current context and 

issues? 

Most of the project designs were appropriate and relevant to the current context 
and issues. Shortcomings in design were related to a lack of clear arrangements 

for access to funds by beneficiaries, sometimes resulting in important delays in 
project implementation  

Is it flexible to address 

issues and needs that 
emerge? 

Designs were flexible and allowed uptake of new activities contributing to overall 

project goals. Implementation support missions, project steering committee and 
MTR are important means to address emerging issues. However, in one case 

consultants' recommendations during supervision missions happened to be 
unrealistic and counterproductive. Problems with flexibility during project 

implementation were rather related to external issues (such as governmental 
framework)  

Have modifications been 
made to original project 

design? 

Design modifications were made in 3 out of 5 projects after MTR. These were 
mainly related to project period extension (by 2 – 2 5 years), reallocation of 

funds and new funding. In all modified projects, aspects related to water and 
irrigation were substantially increased  

Are budget allocations 
adequate ? 

In all projects budget allocations were only partly adequate. Underfunding was 
related to increased costs of project management. More staff had to be recruited 

and salaries increased (including tax). In one program, allocations for 
consultancies were constantly inadequate. Additional budget difficulties arose 

from increased market prices for units/machinery or civil works  

Were budget revisions 

made since project 
approval? 

Budget revisions were made in 3 out of 5 projects. These consisted in 

reallocations across budget categories  

Are further budget 
revisions desirable? 

Further budget revisions are desirable in 2 out of 5 projects. These relate to 
shortfalls in components resulting in a need of reallocation between components. 

In one case, revisions are not desirable, although they might be useful, because 
the program is coming to an end. One project received an additional loan to 

finance shortfalls  

Were estimated prices and 

costs made in project 
design adequate? 

Due to higher inflation than initially planned, the estimated prices were only 

partly adequate, resulting in higher costs for staff allowances and infrastructure 
related activities. Discrepancies from initial estimates resulted from changes in 

project design or initially inadequate budget allocations. In one case, estimated 
prices and costs were fully adequate  

Is there a need for 
extending project 

completion date? 

Generally there is a need for extension (by 1 to 3 years). In one case, a 3 year 
extension is required to catch up with delays due to delays in obtaining of funds, 

political instability and. poor project design. In two cases, extension, or additional 

extension, is desired to use the loans and address post midterm issues. In two 
cases, extension is not needed because the funds will be exhausted by 

completion date, respectively completion date is still remote. The possibility for 
an extension, respectively follow up project is expressed to assure sustainability 

or in case of unexpected delays in project implementation  

Project Implementation 

Were there any Logframe 
changes? 

All Logframes have been revised because of the retrofitting of its indicators in 
accordance with SOSOP indicators.  

Were there baseline and 

repeat surveys? 

Baseline surveys and impact assessments were mostly realized (or planned). In 

two cases, the surveys were not undertaken, as implementation of activities has 

just started  

Are trends in livelihoods 

discernible? 

Comprehensive household assessments have partly been carried out or are 

scheduled or foreseen. In one project, there are observable improvements such 
as new houses or higher income through product sale  

Are there major project 
implementation problems? 

Delay in project implementation resulted from several different factors. The slow 
rate of fund disbursement resulting in underfunded budgets was mentioned 

several times. On the other hand, there were slowdowns in the procurement 
process. Difficulties to recruit skilled staff, particularly in the field, for business 

development delayed some of the projects. Delays in implementation by 
government employees or disharmony between implementation approaches was 

a supplementary factor of project delay  

                                                   
1  For the CKDAP, MKEPP, SDCP, SHOMAP and SNCDP projects. 
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Lead Questions Answers 

Satisfaction with UNOPS 
supervision and 

backstopping? 

UNOPS supervision and backstopping was generally useful in advancing project 
agenda and engaging government. Backstopping was available upon request and 

efficient. However, the high turnover at UNOPS resulted in inconsistency of the 
supervision team and sometimes to inconsistent advice and difficulties in follow 

up. One project questioned the standard of some of the consultants, denounces 
delay in MTR and limited backstopping  

Satisfaction with IFAD 

support? 

Support from IFAD is generally positively acknowledged. The Field Presence 

Office (FPO) is praised for its accessibility and assistance. Processing of fund 
disbursement became more rapid and supervision frequencies increased  

Direct supervision may add high value to program implementation. The creation 
of a Country Program Management Team and Thematic Groups led to 

improvements in knowledge sharing and lessons learnt. However, inadequate 
staff capacity of the FPO generating certain delays is highlighted  

Role of cofinanciers, if any? The role of cofinancers is highly variable. Sometimes, they represent a 
conspicuous part of the project and have been very fruitful in accelerated project 

implementation. GOK sometimes plays an important role as pre-financier or 

provider of facilities (office space and staff). In some cases, communities have 
contributed in form of labour, land and cash. In one case there was no 

cofinancier  

Was the project assisted 

with IFAD TAGs? 

In 3 out of 5 cases assistance was given consisting in backstopping and 

implementation support missions. Support took place in monitoring, evaluation 
and financial management, but not with TAGs  

Sustainability 

What is the likelihood that 

project achievements will 
be sustained after 

completion?  

Elements speaking in favour of sustainability of project achievements relate to 

institutional improvements, capacity-building and community empowerment, 
training of the staff, guarantee of continuity and cost sharing of the facilities by 

beneficiaries. Institutional improvements include creation of management 
committees and interest groups, guaranteed government staff and supplies, 

setting up of cooperatives and other legal entities and projects relevant to policy 
evolution. Capacity-building was important in management skills (project and 

finance), operation and maintenance of schemes and facilities, agricultural 
practices (including farmer to farmer extension). Nonetheless, steady growth of 

revenues of the beneficiaries was achieved in several occasions resulting in 
communities wanting to continue their achievements  

Innovations 

Has your project 
introduced innovations? 

The projects introduced several innovations. Main innovations related to technical 
improvements (sanitation, manufacture, information systems, energy, cropping 

systems, livestock and crop productions), method improvements (business 
models and modes of funding, schooling and education systems, application of 

participatory tools, farmer to farmer extension of best practices, natural 
resources management). Social innovations have been achieved in gender issues  

Non-lending Activities 

Are you aware that IFAD is 
conducting policy dialogue 

with GOK? 

Generally yes. Policy development relates essentially to the agricultural sector, i 
e. food security, irrigation, horticulture, feed-stock breeding and feedstuff policy  

Are you and project staff 

involved? 

Projects and staff were involved in policy development through participation at 

workshops and policy preparatory meetings. Moreover, in some cases projects 
were involved in process and program planning and staff engaged for supervision 

missions  

Have policies or policy 

changes affected your 
project? 

Projects were generally negatively affected by policy and policy changes or even 

by the lack of legal framework recognizing the project's target groups. Negative 
effects on project implementation derive from creation of new districts, 

increasing the demand of resources and implementation of the water reforms 
(2002), leading to removal of staff from the sector. Positive impacts derived from 

the introduction of thematic group meetings and standardization of soft 
commodity sales  

Has your project 
collaborated with projects 

of other development 

partners? 

To different extents, all projects have collaborated with other development 
partners, ranging from Community Based Organizations, to NGO's and 

governmental institutions (national and international). In some cases, close 

collaborations include provision of funds and supply of assets and labour. Often, 
collaboration is (still) restricted to the establishment of MOU's. Difficulties arise 

from the lack of actual coordination  
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Lead Questions Answers 

Has IFAD promoted such 
partnership-building? 

IFAD has promoted partnership building by funding partner organizations, by 
informing the projects about potential partners and by establishing connections 

with them. In one case, a need for deliberate efforts by IFAD's Country Office to 
link the organizations is expressed  

Have there been any 

coordination efforts with 
other IFAD projects?  

Coordination efforts have been undertaken through the presence of the IFAD 

Country Office, the Country Program Management Team, joint supervision 
missions, project visits, thematic group meetings (financial management and 

procurement, health and sanitation, environment, agriculture and livestock, water 
and irrigation, community development, monitoring & evaluation)  

Has your project benefited 
from activities of 

knowledge management? 

The projects benefited from knowledge management activities mainly through 
the thematic group meetings (held at least twice a year) and participation in 

knowledge management workshops (held twice). Single projects benefited from 
technical support in documentation by IFAD and by sharing experiences with 

projects from other countries in the ESA region  

Was this assisted by IFAD 

TAGs? 

Activities related to this concept are just starting. Assistance through IFAD TAGs 

has been very limited so far, but is believed to increase soon  

COSOP 2007-2012 

Are you familiar with 
IFAD‘s COSOP 2007-2012? 

The projects are familiar with IFAD's COSOP 2007-2012 and generally declare to 
fit logically in all three strategic objectives.  

Was your project involved in 

the elaboration of the 
COSOP(s)? 

Some projects were involved in the elaboration of the COSOP through 

participation to advanced meetings for its discussion. Recommendations were 
given from the projects  

Had these documents any 
repercussion on the 

implementation of your 
project? 

The documents have repercussion on the projects due to the fact that they 
operate within the COSOP framework. One project hosted the Monitoring & 

Evaluation thematic workshop  

Lessons learnt 

Are there, at this stage, 
some preliminary lessons 

learnt? 

Learnt lessons include: 
 Baseline surveys should be conducted before commencement of the program, 

 Need to have a zero year for creating awareness on the intended activities 
and stakeholder sensitization, 

 Need to redesign the fund flow mechanism, 
 Continuous training with participatory approach of staff members is essential 

for project implementation, 
 Technology adoption is accelerated by field training and demonstration. 

Demonstration sites where good performance can be observed increase 

adoption and farmer to farmer extension, 
 Proper participatory planning increases project performance, 

 Monitoring & Evaluation at the beneficiaries level is key for impact assessment 
and recording lessons learnt  
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Self-Assessment for IFAD’s East and Southern Africa Division 

Name of Respondent(s) Position Number of years in this position Email address 

Robson Mutandi CPM 3 r.mutandi@ifad.org  

 
Date: 14 April 2010 

As part of the 2009/10 Country Programme Evaluation (CPE) of IFAD‘s Programme in 
Kenya, an attempt will be made to assess IFAD‘s strategy, loans and grants, as well as 
non-lending activities. According to the policies of IFAD‘s Independent Evaluation Office 
(IOE), any evaluation includes an exercise of self-assessment. In order to ensure a fair 
and comprehensive assessment and to capture all important lessons that may be 
learned, IOE kindly asks your cooperation in completing this questionnaire. Your answers 
will provide a valuable complement to the Programme Status Reports and Country 
Portfolio Issues Sheet (CPIS) and will be of great help in preparing the CPE team for 
their work in Kenya and for the verbal discussions with you  

A. Country Strategy Development 

A 1 Please provide a brief description of the process applied in preparing the 2007 
COSOP and indicate any changes that you consider appropriate when preparing the mid-
term review  

COSOP preparation has been integrated with the preparation of the KJAS. Meetings of 
the Agriculture and Rural Development Donor‟s Group were attended, which included 
consultations on the sections of the KJAS relevant for agriculture. In addition, meetings 
of the Harmonization, Alignment and Coordination (HAC) group, which have taken the 

lead in the development of the KJAS, were also attended. The KJAS preparatory team 
also visited Tanzania and Uganda to share experiences with their counterparts in those 
countries with a view to incorporating lessons from these two countries into the KJAS 
and COSOP preparatory process  

Some separate interaction with government on aspects specific to IFAD did take place, 
led by the External Resources Department (ERD) of the Ministry of Finance (MOF). This 

included reviewing the results, strengths and weaknesses of the previous COSOP; 
discussing IFAD‟s comparative advantage in Kenya; and defining areas of priority for 
IFAD and strategic objectives, within the context of GOK strategy documents and the 
KJAS. This was done through a small number of consultative meetings with an initial 
Country Programme Management Team (CPMT), made up of representatives from 
various government ministries, and a 1½ day strategic planning workshop  

A 2 What were the (estimated) costs of preparing the 2007 COSOP and what is the 
budget for preparing the 2009 COSOP? Given the requirements specified in the new 
framework for Results-based COSOPs, is the budget available sufficient?  

The cost of COSP preparation was about US$50,000. The budget was sufficient 

A 3 What has been done to create awareness about the 2007 COSOP among 
government partners and PMUs? How has the 2007 COSOP been used in the current 
cooperation between IFAD and GOK? 

The document was shared with the CPMT and project PMUs and government ministries. 
The COSP is the guide to IFAD investment in Kenya 

A 4 Have changes to government and national policies had an impact on the strategic 
directions? Please explain and provide examples  

The COSOP had to be updated due to updates and/or to the production of new policy and 
strategy papers, e g. KJAS and the Vision 2030 and other strategic documents in GOK  

A 5 What has been your experience on the KJAS and IFAD‘s role in this and how does it 
influence the implementation of the COSOP? In this context, how effectively does IFAD 
position itself in relation to GOK and other donors to have influence? 

mailto:r.mutandi@ifad.org
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We are part of the various donor harmonization groups and we work within these to 
influence processes. 

A 6 Apart from portfolio development, what follow-up actions have been implemented 
to address the strategic priorities and the policy dialogue agenda of the 2007 COSOP 

(e.g. gender and HIV/AIDS mainstreaming) and what has been achieved? Did you have 
any action or implementation plan, with resources assigned to different activities, for 
achievement of the strategic priorities? 

Two Strategic Objectives are funded and with programmes on the ground. The third – 
financial services - s partially funded through small financial services activities in a few 
projects such as SHOMAP and South Nyanza.  

A 7 The recent portfolio composition reflects ESA‘s regional strategy (e.g. markets, 
financial services etc.). Has the regional strategy discouraged the consideration of other 
opportunities and government priorities that are different from the priorities of the 
regional strategy?  

No – we are quite innovative and do more than the regional strategies demand, e g. on 
green water credits and ASALs – cows to kilo watts interventions.  

A 8 Since the early 1990s, IFAD has gradually moved from an area-based integrated 
rural development approach towards a focus on social infrastructure and an intervention 
on natural resource management towards more strategic sub-sector/thematic 
approaches based on value chains. Currently, there is a plan towards implementing a 
rural finance intervention. What was the rationale for doing so and what do you consider 
are the specific advantages, disadvantages and challenges of this evolution?  

The management demand for area based projects are high and thematic projects are 
easier to design and implement. However, this does not shut out area based 
interventions in the near future as this will once again be a focal area in 2012 under the 
revised COSOP.  

A 9 Do you consider that the current portfolio constitutes a coherent programme where 
the different projects/programmes mutually enforce each other and obtain synergies or 
is it rather an amalgamation of different ―stand-alone projects‖? Do you consider it 

important to promote synergies between the programmes and if so what is being done? 
Is it feasible to pursue a coherent programme with a thematic/sub-sector approach, also 
considering usual problems of cooperation and coordination between different 
government entities? 

These are more stand alone programmes but with synergies, e.g. for Rural Finance 
services. It is easier this way  

A 10 Please provide figures on the recent Performance Based Allocation System. Are the 
underlying analyses and assessments discussed with GOK and used to influence the 
policy and institutional context as well as implementation performance?  

Kenya‟s annual allocation has been increased from US$17 million in 2005, US$24 million 
in 2007, US$30.8 million for 2009 and the forecast based on the 2008 country scores for 
the 2010 to 2012 period stands at US$55.2 million. This increase is due to the increase 
in rural sector scores as well as an improvement in the 2005/06 World Bank Country 
Performance Rating which increased from 3.2 to 3.4, although some financial 
management issues still require constant follow-up.  

B. Country Programme Management 

B 1 What are the specific factors in Kenya that constrain implementation performance? 
What are the most common issues that arise in implementation? 

Key challenges to the agriculture and rural development sector 

1. Sector reforms and adoption of umbrella legislation are slow. The formulation and 
review of important policies and regulations to move the sector forward is taking a 
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long time due to resistance from people benefiting from the current arrangements. 
As a result, the harmonization of legal frameworks – which could provide a 
transparent and conducive environment for investments in agriculture – is delayed.  

2. Governance needs to be improved. Procurement remains the most challenging issue 

in the sector and is associated with low expenditures and high incidences of 
corruption, especially in the commodity sub-sectors (maize, sugar and meat), with 
incidents being reported in the recent past.  

3. Progress in harmonization is slowly being achieved. However, there is need for more 
engagement with the private sector and civil society organizations. There is still not 
enough effort to harmonize SRA/agriculture sector development strategy with other 
supporting sectors, such as energy, roads, and private sector development. There is 
also no common system for impact-oriented monitoring in place.  

4. Budgetary allocations remain low. Public expenditure for public goods in the 
agricultural sector for extension services and research and other public goods has 
remained low over the decades, despite the sector being the backbone of the 
economy. A large portion of the sector allocation goes towards operations and 
maintenance, reducing investments in the sector and spreading investments thinly 

over the many ministries and districts. A medium term investment plan to determine 
sector priorities is now finalized and one hopes that this will drive investment into the 
sector.  

5. Monitoring and evaluation and reporting are still a major challenge for the projects, 
but here and there is great improvement in all areas.  

 

6. Financial management is also a major challenge with all projects needing generally to 
improve on audit and financial reporting. But again, there are improvements here as 
well. 

B 2 Implementation performance varies between the different projects and 
programmes. Which factors explain this variation (nature and design of the programme, 
different capacity among government implementing agencies or project directors, 

supervision and implementation support etc.)? Does IFAD‘s current feedback loop enable 
it to manage the programme effectively? 

All the above factors contribute to good management of project. The current 
arrangements at country programme level and direct supervision allows for effective 
feedback loops.  

B 3 Please highlight important issues that IFAD has experienced with respect to GOK‘s 
financial management, flow of funds, procurement and monitoring and evaluation? 

See B1 above 

B 4 Capacity-building is the first mentioned objective of the 2007 COSOP. How do you 
consider IFAD‘s current approach? 

IFAD‟s approach is mainly at beneficiary capacity-building level, and it is working well in 

all projects. 

B 5 Please highlight plans concerning cofinancing partnerships with other institutions in 
the Kenyan context. While the early projects had significant cofinanciers, the later ones 
did not and a major cofinancier, BSF, no longer partners IFAD in Kenya. What are the 
reasons for this development?  

For BSF, Kenya is no longer a priority country and so they stopped new funding. For the 
new programmes (SHOMAP is cofinanced with AGRA and the new Rural Finance Project 
is also to be cofinanced with AGRA). It is likely that other donors will join into the new 
project.t  



 EB 2013/109/R.7  السابعالملحق  –الثاني لذيل ا

 98 

B 6 Is there a systematic organization of meetings where the different project teams 
meet and exchange information and experiences and agree on cooperation? 

The five current projects are organized in thematic groups and these meet very regularly 
and use this to cross-fertilise. Apart from this, they also meet as part of the CPMT. At 

country programme level, we have created five communities of practice (CoP) for all 
projects along thematic areas. All projects participate in these CoPs and each project has 
a lead role in at least one of the CoPs. These are the M & E thematic Group CoP; Water 
Development CoP; Rural Finance CoP; Group Development CoP; and Financial 
Management CoP. These groups are linked to the Country Programme and COSOP KM 
system portal and also provide guidance to projects on their relevant thematic areas.  

B 7 Please highlight changes in country programme management that have taken place 
since establishment of a field presence office.  

All IFAD staff that manage the Kenya Country Programme is based in Nairobi. This close 
proximity has led to more effective interaction with projects and government. 

B 8 Please provide figures (in a separate attachment) as long back as possible on the 
PDDF for Kenya and if applicable any split between PDDF/A: COSOP preparation, 
strategy development, and project/grant design; and PDDF/B: supervision, 
implementation support, staff travel etc. Comments on adequacy are also welcomed.  

See Attachment I.  

B 9 Please provide figures (in a separate attachment) on the budget/expenditure for 
the field presence office, and information on plans for enhancing its resources as IFAD 
moves to direct supervision.  

See attachment II 

C. Impact, Sustainability and Innovation 

C 1 In which areas and with which types of interventions has IFAD achieved the 
greatest impact in terms of reducing rural poverty? What are the main constraints in 
achieving impact on poor rural households? 

Water related interventions are the most effective in showing high and quick impact. As 
a result, the COSP MTR recognises this and has prioritized investments in water and 
irrigation development for smallholder farmers as the next investment area.  

C 2 How effective do you consider IFAD‘s targeting strategy in reaching the very poor? 

IFAD targeting strategy is very effective in reaching the poor and has been very useful in 
our projects in Kenya.  

C 3 How do you assess the prospects of sustainability of the activities and assets 
financed by IFAD and the related outcomes? What are the main explanatory factors for 
low or high likelihood? 

Relatively high in all projects as they are owned and implemented by beneficiaries and 
involve simple technologies.  

C 4 In your view, which are the main innovations that the IFAD programme has 
generated? What were the origins of these innovations and will they be further up-scaled 
and replicated as the IFAD financing comes to an end? Where would you rank IFAD for 
agricultural innovation in Kenya? 

Ranked medium on innovation.  

D. Non-lending Activities 

D 1 How do you assess GOK‘s willingness to discuss policy issues with IFAD – within a 
project context and outside a project context? 

We have done this and also are heavily involved in policy initiatives in SHOMAP, SDCP 
and SNCDP.  
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D 2 What are IFAD‘s main achievements in policy dialogue – and in which context? 

We are helping GOK draft many policies e g. irrigation policy, livestock feed policy, 
horticulture policy and strategy for livestock development papers as well as rolling out 
the irrigation policy with stakeholders. 

D 3 How do you assess the willingness of other development partners to enter into 
cofinancing partnerships with IFAD? Do you have a strategy for development of 
cofinancing partnerships?  

Verbal support yes, but so far not much evidence of actual cofinancing. 

D 4 Does IFAD use its leverage as a UN agency to contribute to the maximization of UN 

impact on poverty reduction in Kenya? 

Not in Kenya and not directly. But indirectly, we are immensely contributing to poverty 
reduction through our intervention though they are not liked directly to the UN. 

D 5 How do you assess GOK‘s willingness to engage civil society and private 
organizations in implementation? How do you assess the strength/weaknesses of civil 
society/private organizations relevant to IFAD‘s programme? 

There is reluctance with NGO‟s but it seems that there is no problem with private sector.  

D 6 Is there a strategy for how to handle knowledge management within and outside 
the projects? What has been achieved? What do you see as the constraints in improving 
knowledge management? 

See B6  

D 7 Have any Technical Assistance Grants been used to enhance policy dialogue and 
knowledge management? If so, please provide a brief overview of the results.  

None – all through loans 
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List of Places Visited by the CPE Team 

10 February – 6 March 2010  

Date Place Institution 

10 February 2010 Nairobi IFAD Country Presence Office, MoFP, Ministry of State of Planning and 

National Development 

11 February 2010 Nairobi Technoserve, Stichting Nederlandse Vrjwilligers (Dutch NGO) 

12 February 2010 Nairobi MoA, MoLD 

13 February 2010  Briefing of CPE team  

14 February 2010 Nairobi Travel by road to Nyeri (CKDAP) 

15 February 2010 Nyeri Provincial Administration and District Headquarters 

CKDAP PMU 

Nyeri District 

16 February 2010 Nyeri Nyandarua District 

17 February 2010 Nyeri Kirinyaga South District 

18 February 2010 Thika Murang‘a South District 

18 February 2010 Embu Parallel short visit to MKEPP headquarters 

19 February 2010 Thika Thika District  

20 February 2010 Nairobi Travel by air to Kisumu 

21 February 2010 Kisumu Mini-workshop with project managers and GEF representatives, travel 

by road to Homa Bay 

22 February 2010 Homa Bay Provincial Administration and District Headquarters 

SNCDP PMU 

Rachuonyo North Distric 

23 February 2010 Homa Bay Kuria West District 

Migori District  

24 February 2010 Kisii Rongo District 

Nyamira North District 

25 February 2010 Kisii Travel by road to Nakuru, SDCP PMU 

Nakuru District  

Travel by road to Eldoret 

26 February 2010 Eldoret Uasin Gishu District 

27 February 2010 Eldoret Travel by road to Nakuru 

28 February 2010 Nakuru Drafting aide-mémoire 

01 March 2010 Nakuru Finalization aide-mémoire, Briefing at SHOMAP PMU 

02 March 2010 Nakuru SHOMAP district visits 

03 March 2010 Nakuru Travel by road to Nairobi, Equity Bank 

04 March 2010 Nairobi UNDP 

05 March 2010 Nairobi Wrap-up meeting at MoFP 

06 March 2010 Nairobi Final debriefing meeting of CPE team 

31 January – 

4 February 2011 
Nairobi Post CPE mission 
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List of Technical Assistance Grants 

Country vs. 

Regional 

Grant 

No. Purpose of Grant Acronym 

Amount in 

US$ Status 

Grant 

effectiveness 
date 

Country 735 Strengthening community-organized 

responses to HIV/AIDS 

RAPP 180000 effective 06/05/2005 

Regional 766 Preparation and start-up phase of IMAWESA 

project 
ASARECA 100000 closed 05/04/2005 

Regional 800 Programme for improved management of 

agricultural water in eastern and southern 
Africa 

ASARECA 2E+06 effective 16/03/2006 

Country 802 Capacity-building for rural finance 

practitioners; action research with partner 
institutions; 

KGT 660000 effective 16/03/2006 

Regional 802 Kenya Gatsby Trust: Rural finance knowledge 

management partnership - phase II 
KGT 1E+06 cancelled  

Country 888 Institution building for Kenya national 

federation of agricultural producers 
KENFAP 200000 effective 21/12/2006 

Regional 904 Programme for strengthening support 

capacity for enhanced market access and 

knowledge management in eastern Africa 

SNV 2E+06 effective 02/03/2007 

Regional 950 Assessing the potential of farmer field schools 

to fight poverty and foster innovation in east 
Africa 

IFPRI 196000 closed 31/05/2007 

Regional 978 Programme for extending agro-input dealer 

networks 
IFDC 1E+06 effective 07/04/2008 

Regional 1080 Rural financial knowledge management 

partnership - phase II 
AFRACA 1E+06 effective 06/05/2009 

Regional 1132 Improved management of agricultural water 

in eastern and southern Africa (IMAWESA) 
ICRISAT 200000 effective 23/06/2009 

Country 1134 Manyata pastoral livestock production and 
marketing support project 

HEIFER 200000 effective 01/07/2009 
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COSOP Results Management Framework (2007) 

Alignment with National Poverty 

Reduction Strategies (PRSP, ERS, SRA, 

ASAL Policy and Vision 2030) and 

Targets COSOP Strategic Objectives 

COSOP Outcome Indicators 

(in project areas) COSOP Milestone Indicators 

Policy / Institutional 

Objectives 

Overall Objective: 

Capacity of farmers‘ organizations to 
take on most regulatory roles for their 

commodities strengthened. 

SRA SO 3: restructure and privatize 
non-core functions of government. 

ASAL Policy SO 2: human capital 

development and diversification of 
sources of income improved 

Target: 50% non-core govt functions 
privatised by 2012 from 10% in 2007 

Overall Objective: Empower rural poor 
in Kenya to reduce poverty on a 

sustainable basis. 

COSOP SO1: Capacity of public, private 
sector and civil society organizations in 

delivering services requested by the rural 
poor, is strengthened. 

baseline 

 gaps and poor quality in service delivery 

service providers 

 community involvement is mostly in 

planning 

 Number of rural poor served by 
public, private and civil society 

organizations is increased by 
45% by 2012 

 Number of women on 

management committees 
increased to 30% by 2012 

 Number of CAPs included in 

government plans (60%). 

 Number of groups 
operational/functional by 

type. 

 Number of CAPs prepared 
and implemented. 

 Numbers of community 

projects 
operational/functional by 

type. 

 Mainstream 
participatory 

approaches and pro-
poor targeting. 

 Contribute to NASEP, 

and ASALs policy. 

Overall Objective 

Agricultural productivity and farmer 

incomes increased 

Increased access to water resources 

(ERS) 

SRA SO 2, 3 and 6: research and 
extension services improved; noncore 

functions of government restructured 
and privatized; and: access to markets 

strengthened 

Target: productivity increased by 18% 
by 2012. 

Access to safe water increased from 

48% to 59% in rural areas by 2012 

COSOP SO2: Access of rural poor to, and 

their utilization of, appropriate 
technologies, markets, and community-

owned rural infrastructure is improved 

baseline 

 KES 105,000/ha (approximate net 

annual returns in MHP areas 2006). 
Growth in agricultural value added 1.4% 

(2004). 

 43% of road network in bad condition. 
48% of rural households have access to 

safe water sources. 

 Number of farmers adopting 

technology recommended by 
the project (25% by 2012). 

 Number of households 

reporting an increase in net 
margins (40% by 2012). 

 Reduction of roads in bad 
condition from 43% of road 

network to 20% by 2012. 

 Agricultural productivity 
increased by 18% by 2012 

crops and livestock. 

 !0% increase in volume of 

marketable surplus annually. 

 18% increase in 

agricultural production. 

 Number of entrepreneurs 
adopting business 

practices in the operations 
of the enterprises and 

engaging with farmers in 
a mutually beneficial 

manner. 

 Number of productive 

social infrastructure 
operational and 

maintained sustainably by 
2012 and by type (access 

roads, markets, stores, 
schools, water points, 

health facilities,). 

 Facilitate 

intensification, 
diversification, 

commercialization 
and value addition of 

smallholder 
agriculture and 

pastoralism. 

 Ensure sustainable 
management of rural 

social and productive 
infrastructure. 

Overall Objective 

Access to affordable financial resources 

by farmers, pastoralists and 
entrepreneurs improved. 

SRA SO 4: Access to inputs and 
financial services increased. 

ASAL Policy SO 6: financial services 

to pastoralists provided 

Target: Amount of credit disbursed to 
farmers increased by 30% by 2012 

from 9% in 2007 

COSOP SO3: Access of rural poor to 

financial services and investment 
opportunities is improved 

baseline 

9% of rural households access credit from 
institutions, 32% from informal sources. 

 Number of enterprises 

operational by type. 

 Percentage of portfolio at risk. 

 Number of active borrowers. 

 Number of active savers. 

 Value of savings 

mobilised. 

 Value of gross loan 
portfolio. 

 Number of operational 
rural financial service 

providers (including in 

ASALs). 

 Percentage of outstanding 

loans/agent. 

Support 

implementation of the 
Microfinance Bill 

(2006) leading to an 
increase in the number 

and outreach of rural 
financial services 

institutions involved in 

agriculture and 

pastoralism. 

 


