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1 BACKGROUND OF THE PROGRAMME

1.1 Overview of the District

Laikipia District lies east of the Rift Valley and forms part of the Rift Valley Province. It
is located between longitudes 36 degrees 14 minutes and 37 degrees 27 minutes East.
and between latitudes 0 degrees 17 minutes South and 0 degrees 45 minutes North. Tt
covers an area of approximately 9,723 square kilometres. 1t borders Samburu District to
the north, Nyeri District to the south, Isiolo District to the north east, Meru District to
the south east, Nyandarua District to the south west and Baringo and Nakuru Districts
to the west. It is located west of Mount Kenya and north of the Aberdare mountain
range. Physiographically, the bulk of the district is a plateau lying at an altitude varying
from 1600 metres to 2200 metres above the mean sea level.

Despite this altitude is the district comparatively dry, due to the rain shadow effect of
the surrounding mountains. Most of the area receives 500 - 700 mm per annum, with
decreasing amounts towards the centre and the northern boundary of the district. A

small section on the western side receives more rainfall, the total reaching between 800
- 1000 mm.

In pre-colonial times, most of Laikipia was used by Maasai pastoralists. Under colonial
rule they were forced outside the area in 1912, and confined to Mukogodo Division.
The colonial era saw the district being transformed into large scale ranches. After
independence, some of the ranches were transformed into settlement schemes to
accommodate small scale farmers, either through Government Settlement Schemes, or
through land buying co-operatives and companies. Small scale farming is a mode of
land use new to the district, and its appearance within a former ranching area creates a
complex spatial pattern of large and small scale land users. Since small scale farming
was evolved in the wetter and, therefore, higher potential areas of origin of the
immigrants, it encounters a series of problems, the most serious of which is insufficient
and unreliable rainfall. Since small scale farming is practised by over 50% of the
population, this mode of land use and the problems which beset it are of great
importance for the district as a whole.

According to the 1989 population census, the total population of the district was
218,957 (more recent census data are not available; projections made for 1994 are at
279.000). With an estimated annual average growth rate of 4.6% (national average
3.4%) the current (1997) projected population is 313,770. The population comprises
people from different ethnic groups. Illiteracy is high and school enrolment is low,
especially among the pastoralists.

The major economic activities pursued by the population are agriculture, livestock,
agroforestry, and trade and commerce. Small scale farming, especially crop farming,
has been on the increase more than pastoralism which was the main activity of the
people in the past. The number of small holders is increasing, while the holdings
continue to diminish in size. Frequent droughts in the district have adversely affected
both crop farming and livestock. Consequently, most of the small scale farmers and
pastoralists have very low incomes and, hence, are categorised as poor.

1.2 History of the programme
From 1984 the Swiss Government, through the Swiss Development Co-operation
(SDC), provided financial support to the Laikipia Rural Development programme

(LRDP). However, SDC decided to phase out its financial support to LRDP in 1993.
Subsequently, the Government of Kenya requested the Royal Netherlands Government
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to take over financial support to the ASAL Development programme in Laikipia, to
allow for its continuity.

The Netherlands supported ASAL Development programme, Laikipia District started
actively towards the end of August 1993 after a briefl inception phase. The information
gathered and the experience gained during the period 1993 to 1994 was taken into
account during the preparation of the Plan of Operations (PlanOps) for the current phase
(1995 - 1999).

1.3  The 1993 Review and Recommendations

The 1993 ASAL Review recommendations [or all the ASAL programmes were:

. The broad ASAL objectives were to be made operational in the individual
districts and priority ranking of the objectives and / or sectors was required.

. The “bottom-up™ approach to development has to be complemented by a “top-
down” element.

L A more gender specific strategy and approach should be elaborated, with special
reference to community participation.

. Institutional strengthening should be considered as one of the priority objectives

of the ASAL programmes. Training needs assessment should be carried out and
PMUSs enlarged to increase their effectiveness.

’ With regard to the productive sector and environment, a thorough analysis of
development constraints and potentials should be conducted and long-term
development strategies developed.

Although the 1993 Review did not include the Laikipia programme most of the review
recommendations were taken into consideration by the programme in preparation ol its
PlanOps for the current phase (1995 - 1999). The programme accepted the philosophy
of “high input” to allow for programme impact.
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2 INSTITUTIONAL SETTING

2.1 ASAIL Laikipia

The ASAL Development programme is implemented under the Ministry of Land
Reclamation, Regional and Water Development (MLRRWD). Within the Ministry there
is an ASAL department which co-ordinates all the ASAL programmes. From the donor
side, the programme is funded by the Netherlands Minister for Development Co-
operation, through the Directorate General for International Co-operation (DGIS).

At district level, the programme is represented in the District Development Committee
(DDC) which is responsible for determining the development priorities of the district.
The membership of the DDC comprises Heads of Government Departments, Parastatals
and Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) working in the district, and elected
lecaders. The ASAL programme is a member of the District Executive Committee (DEC)
and the District Planning Unit (DPU), which gives a planning input to the DDC
decision making process. However, the programme remains as a normal Government
department within the district organisational framework. Policy issues of the
programme are deliberated by the programme Steering Committee whose membership
represents all institutions involved in the implementation of the ASAL Development
programme.

The programme Officer is in charge of the programme and is responsible for all its
activities. He is assisted by an Assistant programme Officer in financial and
administrative matters. The programme Adviser supports the programme Officer in all
aspects of the programme implementation, while at the same time he is responsible for
administration of the donor contribution. Occupying executive positions are the Gender
Adviser and the Community Adviser. Other stafl of the programme are as follows:

. Accounts section: one Head of Section with three other staff (one GoK staft).
. Audio-visual section; one contracted officer.

. Registry: one contracted officer.

. Transport section: twelve drivers (two GoK, rest contracted).

. Support staff: one copy typist/secretary (GoK), two messengers (contracted).

The programme Management Unit (PMU), which comprises the Programme Officer,
the Programme Adviser, the Gender Adviser, the Community Adviser and the Assistant
Programme Officer, is responsible for the programme operations.

To address research issues related to the productive sector, the Applied Research Unit
(ARU) was created by the ASAL Development programme in 1994, For convenience
ARU was initially located physically within the Swiss funded Laikipia Research
programme (LRP). However, as LRP management deteriorated in its effectiveness, the
ASAL programme withdrew the ARU from being under the general management of
LRP and took over its management. Since that time in 1995, the ARU has been a direct
subsidiary of the ASAL programme with limited autonomy. It has five technical staff
members.

Quarterly progress reports are prepared and submitted to the Royal Netherlands
Embassy, the ministry and the Chairman of the programme Steering Committee.
Monthly financial statements are prepared and circulated to all implementing
institutions. The programme has initiated a Gender Sensitive Impact Monitoring and
Evaluation (GSIME) system.
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2.2 GoK / NGO / Private Sector Partners

The ASAL development programme depends on the target group(s), Government
departments and, where possible, on NGOs for implementation of projects. Although
the number of NGOs in the district is small ,it is foreseen, however, that they will play
an increasingly important role in implementation of projects. Among the NGOs, the
programme works with are the Catholic Church, the Pastoralist Integrated programme.
and the Laikipia Wildlife Forum.

The programme works with two types of Community Based Organisations (CBOs):
those which are partners, such as the Laikipia Bee-keeping Association, the Agro-
forestry Seed Association, and those that are recipients, such as women groups.
Private sector partners, among others, include a large scale rancher contracted (o
manage a breeding herd of small stock. The credit system is also managed by a private
contractor: the Laikipia Development Fund.

The programme makes extensive use ol consultants, particularly for training and
undertaking specific studies.
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3 THE PRESENT PHASE

3.1 PlanOps and Annual Work Plans

The programme started with an Inception Phase in 1993 during which period the first
preparations for the PlanOps for the programme [rom 1995-1999 took place. In the first
instance, community level planning workshops were held throughout the district, with
the assistance of a consultancy company. These Community Oriented Project Planning
(COPP) workshops were followed by Problem Analysis Workshops (PAWS) where
community representatives were also trained in project formulation. Through this
process many proposals were generated at community level. Subsequently two district
Strategy Workshops were held, with representatives from GOs, municipal and town
councils, parastatals and NGOs.

The community and district level workshops led to expected outputs for the
programme. More detailing followed by sectoral task forces. The programme used this
as a basis for the development of the PlanOps, taking also into consideration what the
programme could do. The programme has taken over a year to gradually develop the
basis for the PlanOps. In addition, the findings of the 1993 ASAL Review have
motivated certain choices in the PlanOps.

Annual work plans are presented to the donor at the end of each year for the following
year. The programme uses the Logical Framework as a planning tool for the
development of the annual plans. However., it considers as a major drawback of the
Logical Framework the abstract level of thinking and has, therefore, adapted it. The
programme uscs five planning modules:

. Bottom-up planning: preparation of project proposals by communities. Annually
financing takes place through non-commissioned funds.
. Top-down Planning: e.g. environmental issues, policy issues, training and

matters concerning physical infrastructure. Proposals developed by line-
Ministries or NGOs.

. Internal Planning: proposals submitted by various development agencies (GO,
NGO). Annual work plans and budgets are made by the implementing agencies.

. Economic Empowerment: a separately managed and administered credit fund.
Annual work plans and budgets are made by the Laikipia Development Fund.

. Micro-Project Fund: a small fund for direct disbursement of funds to small,

already ongoing, development initiatives within the communities. Specilic
activities are not identified in advance, a lumpsum is reserved for this.

3.2 Objectives and Strategies

During the inception phase a range of expected outputs were identified as a result of the
various workshops. The programme has translated these outputs to immediate
objectives. Overall and medium-term objectives were not formulated. In the 1997
Annual Work Plan, objectives have been reformulated, taking into account changes in
the programme (some immediate objectives have been removed). Below the original
and reformulated objectives are summarised.
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reformulation of the policy and approach to adult education;
improvement of quality of education;

school inspection improved;

school enrolment, especially for girls promoteds

Ngarua and Rumuruti Divisions (Zone 3)

- Productive sector:

existing agriculture system improved through increased diversification ol crops
and fodder production;
livestock production intensilied;
organic farming promoted;
labour constraints alleviated;
marketing of produce improved;
agroforestry as part of the farming system promoted;
local manufacture of farm tool promoted:
small scale agri-business introduced;
co-operative movement supported;
fish production assisted;

- provide access to financial resources;

+  Service sector:

sustainable water development;
primary health care in the area contributed to;
traditional herbalism promoted;
appropriate technology for low cost construction of buildings introduceds

+ Social Sector:
existing initiatives for the disabled supported:
reformulation of the policy on polytechnics;
improvement of quality of education;
school inspection improveds

+ Immediate Objectives Relevant to the Whole District
- institutional strengthening of development agencies within the district;
planning and co-ordinating capacity of district improved;
monitoring at all levels strengthened;
mobilisation and training of communities for self-reliance;
dialogue on the overall development strategy facilitated (district);
studies facilitated to strengthen the information base for planning and
development;
support to applied research;
co-financing provided through attracting NGOs;
increased awareness among communities on environmental issues;
gender sensitiveness of all project activitiess

REFORMULATED IMMEDIATE OBJECTIVES (summarised)

+ Productive Sector:
sustainable agriculture promoted;
livestock production improved, emphasis on small stock;
integrated small holder farming developed and promoted;
labour constraints alleviated;
rationalisation of small scale irrigation;
marketing of produce improved;
small scale individual water harvesting projects promoted,;
agroforestry as part of the farming system promoted;
local manufacture of farm tool promoted;
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small scale agri-business introduced,;

co-operative movement supported;

fish production assisted;

provide access to [inancial resources;

wildlife farming introduceds

livestock production improved;

delivery of animal health care improved;

range improvement and the use of agroforestry introduced;
+tanning of hides and skins introduceds

+ Service Sector:
- sustainable water development,
primary health care in the arca contributed to;
improvement ol the road system;
appropriate technology for low cost construction of buildings introduceds

+ Social Sector:
quality of education improved;
school inspection improved;
school enrolment, especially for girls, promoteds

- Immedlale Objectives Relevant to the Whole District
institutional strengthening of development agencies within the district:
planning and co-ordinating capacity of district improved,
monitoring at all levels strengthened;
mobilisation and training of communities for self-reliance;
dialogue on the overall development strategy facilitated (district):
studies facilitated to strengthen the information base for planning and
development;
support to applied research;
co-financing provided through attracting NGOs;
increased awareness among communitics on environmental issues;
gender sensitiveness ol all project activities;
increased project activities carried out through CBOse*

3.3 programme Components and Target Groups

The programme components are directly linked to the above mentioned immediate
objectives, with as main components: Productive Sector, Service Sector, Social Sector
and Institutional Strengthening/Capacity Building. Within these sectors the programme
supports a wide variety of activities.

The main economic activity for Laikipia district is livestock and small scale farming.
Small scale farmers and pastoralists form the target group of the programme. The
programme roughly targets the poorer sections of the population in Laikipia District.
The programme has not specifically selected target groups through an elaborate target
group analysis.

Existing non-formal local level groups (including all kinds of associations) and existing

formal local level groups and district level organisations are also targeted through the
programme.
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4 REVIEW METHODOLOGY

The approach adopted for this ASAL review comprised a combination of methods:
activity matrix, houschold surveys, participatory rural appraisals (PRAs), and a SWOT
(Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats) analysis. The data generated
through each method was supposed to compliment each other and allow cross-checking
of information. In addition, a review of the existing information was carried out (sec
also Annex II, Part Three).

4.1 The Sectoral Matrix

The purpose of using sectoral matrices was to get an idea of the project outputs and
effects by involvement of all participating line ministries / departments. Each of the
participating sectors was supposed to provide self-assessments on the basis of their
own experiences. It was assumed that the programme management team would check
the outcome of the matrices. However, this did not proceed as originally anticipated.
Consequently, the Review Mission had to obtain the performance matrix information
from the programme management and annual reports. The information collected
consisted of the projects implemented per sector, project costs, targets set, and the
achievements. From this information, the project expenditures as a percentage of the
total ASAL programme budget were calculated, target achievements were assessed and
the relevance and impact of the project was evaluated qualitatively.

4.2 Household Survey

Household surveys were used as part of the ASAL evaluation in order to obtain
quantitative data. A questionnaire was designed to help determine impact as specilied in
the Terms of Reference. Questionnaires for each district were a little different to capture
the unique nature which characterises each district and also measure the range of ASAL
activities. Questionnaires were pre-tested in each district in order to reduce error.
Enumerators were chosen for each district.

Households, where the questionnaires were administered, were chosen at random. In
Laikipia, random sampling was done where possible, using a systematic numbering
method of houscholds. To help gauge the impact of ASAL programmes, households
were chosen on basis of intervention versus non-intervention by programme activities.
In Laikipia, the sample was split into high-intervention versus low-intervention areas.
The areas for sampling were chosen by the programme, based on its knowledge of
activity levels in the various project areas. In certain cases an area was chosen for
analysis based on a special request by the programme.

For ASAL Laikipia, questionnaires were pre-tested from 9 - 11 June 1997 and the
systematic household survey was carried out during the period 16 - 28 June 1997. The
high-intervention areas covered were: Salama Location (19 HHS), Makurian (24
HHS), Ngobit Location (7 HHS), Sirima (7 HHS) and Wiumererie (9 HHS). The low-
intervention arcas included Ewaso Location (20 HHS), Sipili Location (19 HHS).
Wamula and Exerok Sub-locations (21 HHS).

4.3 Participatory Rural Appraisal

Participatory Rural Appraisal was designed to provide information to complement data
gathered through other methods, particularly the household surveys.
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With the focus being on the processes necessary for community participation.
information was sought at policy, operation strategy and implementation levels to
determine the extent to whichf community members were targeted and reached by
programme interventions. The methodology used involved review of operation
documents and discussions with PMU, discussion with implementing agencies, and
field visits to project and non-project arcas.

ASAL activities in Laikipia are spread throughout the district. Therefore projects to be
visited were sampled from all the divisions. Based on a prepared check list the PRA
exercise involved discussions with members ol the PMU, various departmental heads.
a member of the OSILIGI community organisation and a staff member ol the Laikipia
Development Fund. Efforts were made to meet and discuss with divisional teams in
three of the divisions visited, in an endeavour to gauge their perspective of community
participation and their procedures in achieving it.

At community level, the mission sought discussions with project leaders, usually
members of the project committee, and visited a few project members in their homes.
The homes were chosen at random, just for informal discussion guided by a checklist.
Field visits covered four water projects in various divisions, two women group projecls
and two pig keeping projects. Discussions were held with the family members found at
home, be it the male household head, the wife or other family members, as long as he
or she had the necessary information.

The PRA exercise ended with a feedback session where findings were presented and
discussed.

4.4 SWOT Analysis

Participatory workshops were organised where the SWOT analysis was carried out in
order to elaborate on institutional issucs (organisational, financial, human resources,
administration, et cetera) that affects the programme. For Laikipia, the workshop was
attended by members of the PMU, Heads of Department, CBOs, the KWS and
farmers. The results of the SWOT analysis, plus those of the PRA and discussions with
ASAL management, formed the basis for observations and conclusions on institutional
setting of the ASAL programme.
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B. RESULTS OF THE REVIEW
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D INSTITUTIONAL SETTING AND FUNCTIONING

5.1 Introduction

The Review team conducted a SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and
Threats) analysis of various institutional concepts as indicated by the Terms of
Reference. The SWOT sessions were attended by Heads of Department, members of
the programme Management Unit, and a few farmers. The Kenya Wildlife Service was
also represented. The results of the SWOT analysis, plus those of the PRA and
discussions with the ASAL management, form the basis for observations and
conclusions made in this chapter.

5.2 Placement of ASAL Programmes within the Ministry of Land
Reclamation, Regional and Water Development (MLRRWD)

The strengths of placing the ASAL programme in the Ministry of Land Reclamation,
Regional and Water Development (MLRRWD) are that the Ministry provides the overall
policy framework that justifies the existence and the programme’s operations. At the
district level, the programme works within the government structure which is well
understood. Government departments accept and understand the programme well.

The weakness of this placement is that there is little understanding of the overall ASAL
programme concept at the ministry headquarters, little support and feedback and lack of
institutional memory. The Department of Land Reclamation has a weak capacity (o co-
ordinate ASAL programmes in the country and has no capacity for policy Review and
Development. This situation arose due to loss of grip of staff handling ASAL matters
during the transition from the former Ministry of Reclamation of Arid, Semi-Arid areas
and Wastelands (MRASW). As a sector ministry, the MLRRWD gives high priority to
water activities while ignoring, o a large extent, the complexity of development in
marginal lands. Environmental issues and land use matters are critical and need to be
addressed within its fragile ecology. This ministry is not well-placed to handle these
maltters.

The dialogue between the ministry and the donor has been constrained due to the fact
that there are limited discussion partners available within the Ministry. One ol the
threats is that there may arise a conflict of approaches between the donor and the
government, due to policy changes from either of the partners.

There was consensus among the participants of the SWOT, that the ASAL programime
is technically placed in the wrong ministry.

5.3 The District Focus Policy

The District Focus for Rural Development policy has local relevance and, therefore,
provided a framework for the programme (o [unction sufficiently. Further, it was
concluded that the District Focus has political support and enjoys some good will. In
principle, it enables sensitisation of communities on bottom up approaches, enhancing
local participation and improved planning.

However, the District Focus strategy ‘is afflicted with many problems. The planning
capacity of the district at all levels is low. There is inadequate management skills among
some communities. Communities have no contro] over the system because in many
parts of the district community priorities are influenced by the local administration.
Projects generated through this process are biased towards the social sector. The
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District Focus Strategy has insufficient back-up support from the headquarters in terms
of resource allocation to enable the district to carry out its obligations.
]

The District Planning Unit (DPU), whose mandate includes serving as a secretariat to
the District Executive Committee for day-to-day co-ordination of planning.
implementation of projects and monitoring, has also been a weak element in the
implementation of the DF.

ASAL Laikipia strengthened the DI by providing resources (o lacilitate better bottom-
up planning, mobilisation of local resources, and by involving communities and other
actors in planning, in order to come up with proper prioritisation of community needs.
However, the feedback system from the District Development Committee to the
beneficiaries through the established DDC channels, remains insufficient.

5.4 The Programme Management Unit

The SWOT analysis dealt with the issue of whether the set up ol the PMU was suitable
for co-ordination and supervision of a multi-partner and multi-sectoral programme. It
was noted that in terms of management, both the Netherlands and Kenya Governments
are represented in the PMU by the Programme Adviser and Programme Officer
respectively. The PMU works as a multi-disciplinary team to screen project proposals,
and facilitates monitoring and evaluation of projects. It was noted that the PMU was
transparent in terms of allocation and management of funds. In decision-making the unit
was said to be faster than the government decision making process. Facilitation of
smooth implementation of community projects was observed as a strength of the unit.

The weaknesses of the PMU were identified as:

. It has few staff handling many departiments resulting in heavy workload.
. Delays in providing feedback on decision making to stakeholders.
. It has no mandate to resolve inter-institutional conflicts.

The options for improving the PMU are an internal reorganisation, and to simplify the
management and reporting system. Presently, the dual management systems and the
approval and reporting procedures to the donor and ministry, require too much time.
Privatising the ASAL programme through contract management is favoured by the
district. Contractual arrangements for specilic works can be made with government
departments that are able to fulfil the agreed obligations, NGOs, CBOs and the private
sector. With this arrangement, the PMU should be able to reflect adequately the wishes
of the various client groups it represents.

| For more specific recommendations in this respect, reference is made to Part Two.

5.5 Applied Research Unit (ARU)

As mentioned in § 2.1, the Applied Rescarch Unit (ARU) was created by the ASAL
development programme in 1994 due to the realisation that there were research needs of
the productive sector (agriculture, livestock and forestry) in ASAL Laikipia. Since then,
ARU has been conducting applied research aimed at:

. Providing viable alternatives (o smallholder maize / beans / potatoes production
systems, through the introduction and promotion of drought escaping crops.
. Availing clean planting materials of prioritised drought escaping crops, through

multiplication / bulking of seeds on-farm and on-station.
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