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Under a contrat between the Agecy tat Internaional Dvelon (AID) 

sad the Amrcm Tehnhical Assisaauce Corporation (AMA),9 an evaluation 

ws mierakam of am Operatlonal ProPrIa Grant to Cooperatives for 

Arican 1llef Everyubere, Imn. (CAU) for asakomnce to se-balp village 

uer projects In various parts of teTa. The evlalustiom was performd by 

ft. untley Igg, and Dr. Jobs R. Scot, from Jwae 22 to July 23, 1976. 

Te evaluators have based this report on eight selected site visits, 

a neview of docuimentation pertmenjb t the grant's Isplemseatiom, and 

discussions with officials of the GoverIment of Kenya, CAl, and AID in 

ea effort (a) to assess, at the sad of the first year of the grant's 

lupemntacio , the degree to which CARE has - in a general ray - been 

able to fulfill the grant's conditions, (b) to identify the problems It 

should address In the "coud year of the grant, and (c) to :uke recomundations 

accordingly to USAI/Knys and CJUM. 

The CARE/AID Water Development Progrim for Kenya becasi effective 

I July 1975 under an Operational Propm Great. Under the tvo-year 

agreement, AID is to provide .$150,000 annually for the .purchM. of materials 

mo equipment for co ity self-help rural water supply projects identified 

for assistance by the CARE/Kenya staff In accordance with the pant proposal 

mad criteria established under the Foreign Assistance Act. 

lb Goerimont of genya is supporting the CARE effort priin ily in three 

ways; (1) em mual cash payment to CAU/Kmya for personnel and operational 

-sems*; (2) provision of CARZ office space and fuel for CARE vehicles; and 

(3) provision of trained mapower. The Goverment's direct sanpowe: Input Is 

provided in the form of personnel attached to the Knistry of Water Development 
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O) ad the amdtry of mousing and social Services 031). The formr 

Is respomsible tor the technical design of projects, the supervisi, of their 

oinmructioe ud the follow-" Inspection upo compleloe. The latter assists te 

Iowal cimmity In oriaisg , attaIng legal status for the local project 

co ttes a ics In hsmdln' the commeting the neceseery rqu ity's 
fiincial comurbucms to the project, maul iding the project proposal 

thmuh overuntal. chemels. 

The local counity or llage Is expected to provide partial financing 

smd labor for the construction of the wair: systam. Ln a lameted mont 

of fifty percent of the project's total cost. The operation and maintenance 

of the syscen is left in the hands of the villmge, which my consult and 

smatims receive assistance from e local hD officer. Eventually, thse 

various mual wter sclumes a-, supposed to become part of a govermean­

controlled and menaged national cer supply Id. 

The purpose of the Water evelopmnt Project is to render vwater mre 

accessible to rural Inhabitants who constitute the poorest mjoritcy in Kenya. 
4
Til is suppore ve of the G 'es goal of "... bringia to the entire population 

a safe supply [of water] sufficient to the requirements for domestic and 
livestock counsmtion. It has been the stated intention of the Goverment 

to achieve this objective by the year 2000."1/ 

wader the Operational Prograq Grant, CARE o;ects annually to caplete 

ddiry projects servial a total of some 300,000 persons. his muuts to 

thre-fourths of the mnua increase In rural people to be served by water 
2/as tarpted In the Goverment's development plan. A total of three mlJon 

I Republic of enya, Development Plan 1974-78; p. 327. 

V Ibid.. p. 330. 
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nmIL people ar expeceed to be seurved by 1979, UIetry oer 25 percent 

of rays'a rural populatiom. 

Tiso rn e attached. to providing wer to rural peoples Is 

evidemed by the fact that 468 percent of the developmnt expenditures In 

3975/76 for wser ure for rural areas*. This rural a er supply developmet 

plam, for which K I 15,564,975 has been earmzked, consists of five progrms, 

listed below alo with the percnage of dewlopmns allocation for the 

Goec.msats five-year plan period: 

(1) 	 Water supplies for rural areas involving ajor schems (67.9Z); 
(2) asler supplies for settlemnt schema (9.62); 
(3) 	 Lvestock schems us a part of the Ministry of Agriculture's 

plan period (17.4); 
(4) 	 Gradual take-,er of eLsring County Council schem (3.4Z); 
(5) 	 Self-help wet schems (1..7). 

Ia the past, self-help wer scheme were assisted both by the Ministry 

of Usath (In cooperation vith the World Usath Organizatlon) and the Minstry 

of lousing and Social Servic. Th value of these projects has Increased by 

65 percent betwen 1971 and 1975, wi h 80 percent of the total value being 

supplied by the beneficiarles.- Govenmt budgetary developmenc alocations 

for sqlf-help wer schems through the Ministry of Agriculturels Waser 

Departm t (reconstituted as the Ministry of Vaser Development In 1974) have 

Increased from Z L 174,760 (1974/75) to K L 1,132,000 (1976/77).3/ Iisernal 

domr so the NOW self-help water scheme include The Netherlands, UNIC, 

(which sponsored a pilot training proram for local operators of systems), 

de Peace Corps (which is to supply seven technicians beginiA In the fall 

of 1976), Freedom from Imuer, OFAM, various missionary groups, and CAR. 

A special office in the I, Minor Rural Water Scheme Section, coordinates 

she activities of the various donor organisations, and provides technical 

11 	 Npublic of Tanya, Ministry of 1inme and Planning, Economic Survey 1976, 
p. 55.
 

3 aid.. p. 163.
 

If 	 Republic of Kenya, Development Es siates; various years. The latter figure 
probably reflects the large increase in assistance from The Nether'ads 
according to i.E. Tarrant, Deputy Director of the Water Departmnt, 
Operations and Maintenance Division, MUD. 
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sealanme to t projects they support. 

g0-1QflCT $TAM,5 

CA's proposal suggests that the coveyaace of water to rural 
immnlti.s wi greatly benfit wo men wo Cea t a , rrmtLy spend an 

mrage of three to six hours daily fetching Water. It is preu d that 

by devotin loss tim to haulin water, wmmn will spend more tim in souch 

pwrsuits as child care, faly betterment, agricultural production, and 

educatios, thereby euhacilg their status In society. Other anticipated 

benefits of the schms are (l) to Improve hebath and sanitation: (2) to 

make rural areas more attractive places to live and thereby curb rural-urban 

migration; and (3) to develop local leership ad institutioal arrangements 

which will proate further development based on self-belp cosimnity efforts 

(see Attachment to Appendix A of CARE's Water Development Project proposal of 

16 December 1974). 

According to CAR/Keanya officials, as of 30 June 1976, the folloving 

financial expenditures and comitments have been made: 

7rwisln.os. The Munt has 

ALlocated Comaitted Disbursed 

AID - materials and equipment $140,000.00 $140,000.00 $1069317.36 

AID - est. overhead retained 
by CAR/Nwe York 109000.00 10,000.00 10,000.00 

CAME - materials and equipment 50,000.00 50,000.00 11,142.02 

CAM - personnel and 
operations 34,000.00 35,333.47(2) 35333.47 

OM - persomel and 
operatios 43___0.00 

3.5750.00(3) 
43n70.00 43.750.00 

TOTALS $257,750.00 $279 ,03.47 $206,542.83 

(1) A portion of direct costs are retained for orrhead at the Cnh/ 
Now Tork office In accordance with rant exact 

net yet been determined. The above fiure Is ad estimate by the CARE/Kenya staff.
 

(2) It should be noted thac CARE Ms CoiLLce*d some $20,8,.47 In excess 
of Its original allocations for personnel and operations. 

(3) This is the annual GMC contribution of K She. 350,000 converted at 
the rate of 8.0 per $ US 1.00. Due to the currency devaluation in the Fall of 
1975, this dollar amumt Is less than originally projected. 
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Is addition to Its au cash contribution, an Lapus also includa 

prvislom of office space rod utilities, vehicle tuel, techeiclama, project 

awerials, ad ministry overhead epmees. Contributios have &lsobees 

mado by other domors rod by die various commritls In the fovs of Land. their 

-m labor, mod cash paymns for materials an skilled labor. the values of 

direct Inputs to the projects by the 00K, eomsitlas ad other doom wre 

caly available for the eight projects for which Site Complaton Reports had 

bow filed by CARE. thes inputs wre valued s follows: OK ($8,361.94), 

comimtie- ($97,.822.87), mnd other donors, acludlag CAE (12,673.17). 

VNtil Ity 1976, the profession-l staff time which CAU allocated to 

tte water developmnt project we as follows: Director (50 perceut), 

Yr.pm Officer (50 percent) aod ?roerm Coordinator (100 percent). Ia may 

1376, an expatriate (U.S.) water engiseer we added to CAM'. staff on a full­

tim basis. CARE Is requesting addItional. f ds for the coming year from the 

OM to met this added personnel expense. Approximately forty-fv%percent 

of CAEIEaKnya'a local personnel (twelve Canyan nationals) mad overhead coats 

are chared to the water development project; the balsnce Is charged to a 

cmmuity developmnt progran, which CAE is also Implementing in Kenya. 

To date, 25 individual projects have be identified for assistance. 

For ten of these, CARE materials have been installed. 1lowver, it is not clear 

abether all the system to which CAU has contributed are as yet deliveriog 

secure water (irrespective of quality), nor whether the portion of the system 

ilch CARE has supplied is as yet operatiousl. For example,, in one case for 

%6icha Site Compltion eport (SCR) had been filed (Sas), the CAM portion 

of the system (pmp, engine, and rising min) has been metalled, but operating 

distrbution lines only serve five families. To our knowledge, only ome 

project (Isiolo) Is serving all the beneficiaries which CARE alleges It-is 
-serving In the eight Site Completion Reports filed to date 

ALl According to CAM/eI ya, ton projects ae completed and nlne of these 
(Sarma being excluded) are serving the beneficiaries projected. Nowever, 
of the eight projects visited by the evaluators, two of those (1hur and 
Keaptel) which CAU had reported to be coApleto vere not serving all the 
beneficiaries originally projected. 
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O of t mjor difficulcs in perfrming this evaluation ha 

been detemining Ca) at which step a CAR,-upported project taco be 

ernidera. as comlesed; and (b) ,t, umber of beneficiaries actually served 

by the CAUR-cotribuced portion of a give village water system. 

Dhe probles basic to these difficulties Ls that CAR supports o&Ly 

a portion of a total project or water developmunt schem; It does not 

finc Construction of the entire yt"m. rewce: 

0 	 CAtE'. portion of a total project cam be completed and 
in place, but the total system is not yet Lnsta led. ?r 
exemple, CARt's pipes my In installed, but the pump mad/or 
engin my not be operable as yet. CA3 iii legitimately 
file a "project completion report" with Its boue office 
(copy to USAID), but .isfact Its conribution Is not 
necessarily operable owing to other parts of the system 
not yet being in place. 

0 	 The total nuber of beneficiaries of a "CARE water 
developmenc project" under tWe grant Is liabLe to uls­
representation or misinterprecacion. If CAE supplies a 
water main leading from a pu to distribution lines (the 
latter of which are being supplied by other donors) is it 
fair to say that the beneficiaries of the CAME-funded 
portion of the project are the €oraL nuber of beneficlarles 
of the entire system? If- this is considered proper, what 
should be the case if CARE supplies only one of the 
distribution liues serving a small percentage of the 
beeficlaries of the entire water syste? 

Project docnttion presently provided USAID by CARE fails to take 

mecount of both these problems, ad therefore tends to be utseleding. allure 

to address these issues and establish a reliable, onsistent, and clearly­

articulated basis for data relatIng to "project completion" and "beneficiaries 

served" will also have serious co'sequences uhen and If a final evaluation of 

the rant's Implemenation is condcted. It kms already caused problem In 

attempting to compute per capita costs of tn-place systems. 

According t the eight Site Completlon Reports rec ved by USAID to date 

together with a cost/benefit Information for a nLnth, 1 / the to.al number 

JU 	 A tenth is to be filed with CAME's fourth quarterly report due July, 1976. 
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of baficieL to be served by presses Installatios of all types ts 

30,729, only slightly re tun oNe-teth of the fLet year's target of 

30,000. Vai shortfall can be attributed to inmdequata resear* when 

preparing the ramt proposal, which overestmted the feasible target population 

8ivm do total funds to be applied to capital ezpe twe 9o 1a nd with the 

nfact that nom-domstic supply projects (i.e. g irrigation, scbools, cattle­

dips) he been Implemesd uhich have relAtivuly few beneficiries per 

ml of capital outlay. 

To clarify this point, the data in the eight Site Completion eports 

(SCRO) can be analyed, focusig first, on the figures for the five dmastic 

water supply projects, and subsequently on chose for prolects of all types. 

So following figures wore -oapiled from the SCRs for the five projects 

which wre to ptovide water eclusIvely for domstic use: 

va 	 percent 

CAU/A1D
 

IMerla! and equipment (l) $ "4,235.83 18.2 
leruonMeL and operations 12.842.88 .2 

SubtotaL 	 57,123.71 23.4 

Governent of Kenya 836L.02 3.4 

Other donors 97,741.67 39.9 

COMMIt7 81.676.02 33.3(2) 

Subtotl 87,7783.91 76.6 

Gran Total $224.907.62 	 O. 

() 	 ALL of this total was fnanced by AID moLes. 
(2) 	 Is the project proposl It was anticipated that the commity 

Input would be approzinmteLy 80 percent of total, based on CAR's 
past experience vith water projects in &any&. The figure of 80 
percent is that which has recently been experienced on the other 
seLf-help water prejeces in Kenya (pee Economic Surve, . 1976, p. 163). 

l 	 For sam guidelines as to capiutl :oats of various types of village 
water supply scheme, see: orld Sank, Village Water Suly, March 1976. 
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The umber of reported beecficiaries for chess five projects S 27,000, 

SILvag - averap. project cost of approzoately $49o000 or $8.87 per capita. 

So actual AZD contributiom pr capita is $207, copared to n esume 

of 0.01 coetained IS CAM'so01 proposal. 

On muaL basis, cbe total concributions plned by AD d CAM 

is approximacely $1900 ($2OO00 IUse am overhead barp by the CAM/ 

Now Yock office, plus $50,000). Based upon the above proportions of 

eqendicures (23.4 percent for CAM/AID) , the total potential capitalization 

in a year would be approximately $812pbOO. Using the average costs 

experienced to date, ti means chat the pocenial capitalization could 

support only 16-17 projects per years serving a total population of 92,000, 

compared with the plmed 30 projgcts serving 30C 000 beneficiaries. 

The coclusion to be draw from this is elbr that the cargec figures 

wre to abitious or chat the actual average project costs are unezpectedly 

bis. Although comparisons are risky, the average per capital costs actually 
line with lo:ld Sank figures.­ezperienced to date are more or less in 

Consequmty, the deduction would be chat the pi4qa ng figures used for number 

of projects and umber of beneficIares wre unrealistic. 

If it Is still desmed appropriate or desirable to meet the target 

nmber of beneficiaries (300,000 per year), the logical recomndation is 

either additional funding or the concentration of projects in densely 

populated areas so as to serve lare numbers of people with relatively low 

capital outlays. This is supported by the 3rld Bank findings vhich Indicate 

that there &o significant economies of scale in village water scbems. 

If the total figures for all types of projects are examined, the picture 

is evu worse. Then the CAU Abare is 33.6 percent, which would yield a 

potential annual capitalization of $46,476. Maead upon the averap project 

costs of $36,385-eperienced to date, the total utaer of projects which 

could be Implemented each year is only 15-16. The per caplta cost of all 

vorld &aMk, oaterJ/ See Ulla 5tanlv. (arch 1976). 
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CA-tioaded water projects to date Is $9.60. This yields a potetial 

umber of beneficiares of only 58,900 per year. 

This would suggest that CAM aod assislting mrs-domestic water 

supply projects uhich are relatively hi$k-cost U the amual urge is to 

rumma 300,000 beneficiaries per yer, g1vm the provailing level of 

,ion./capitaliza 

On the surface, It IS difflult to quarrel with the work Undertaken 

by CAM under the ON g-re m1t: helping to provide more accessiblasee 

to those uho mst otherwise expend wach tim and effort to obtain it. Yet, 

a closer exnnation of the design and Implementation of this project 

Indicates that It us naively desiped and Imperfectly implemnted - and 

that the GM, CAM * and USAZD are In almt equal measure responsible for 

a noble Impulse bei undermined-by poor mnagement. 

Prom a substntive point of view, Imulemntation of the overall prunt 

has 	been deflelent In a number of ways and for a variety of reasons, the 

mat important of Uhich m the following . 

(1) 	 The effort to met the objective of implementing thirty 
projects annually has resulted in a proliferation of videly 
cattered and very different types of water supply projects 

per years, rendering managerial control difficult and costly; 

(2) 	 Projects do not necessarily Involve any nself-helP" factor 
end, when thJt is In fact present, varlie widely with no 

" .comastistecY; -- -.. - ­

j! 	 It should be noted that*if the cotrtibution from other (non-CAM) 
donors fall, the annual potential capitalization falls. About 75 
percent of the present donor contribution is for a single project, 
tendar&, leaving on. in doubt as to whecher such a large dMor 
participation can be expected in the future. 

3/ 	 Each of the following poines will be discussed more fully in various
 
pas of this report.
 

S 	 Although It is gasetted that fifty percent of the cost of a self-help 
project must corn from local (village) coutributions before the G00 
will contribute anything to the project or permit external donors to 
contribute to it, neither the GM nor CARE adhere to this rule owing, 
it my be suggeste, to differing Income levels of villages tn various 
parts of Kenya. In some cases, CAE vll fund a projeci when the 
elf-help couponent is as low as 10 percent. (As noted earlier, howver, 

m project CARM funded under this grant had no sef-help component, 
although this us the result of Administrative error.) 
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(3) 	 Be articulated criteria IMverm docISIoUS 8s to whether 
or Wet CAM will provide assiatamieo a proposed project; 

(4) 	 Careful attsmti is not paid to meeting the needs of Kmya's 
"poor nejorit7," md soim projects clearly do mot serve them; 

(5) 	 Projects am coecerned solely with iscaui g the accessibility 
of water, with so professioeal regard for the Water's quality; 

(6) 	 Coesiderable effort is being eleadd In th collection of 
base-line data desSgmed a-per ~to.L to ebow proj ects 

-. data which, despite methodologicalwill aeffect or Involve m 
maLvety in Its collection, my prove of emis academic interest 

have little or so bearing em project selection orbut ultic 
determ.ation of project 	"succemaS; 

(7) 	 go criteria for the realistic evaluation of a project's 
succesa have as yet ben developed by CAM; 

attention is being given 	to the development and(8) 	 go systematic 
utilization 	of local (vllage-level) Institutions in dasing­

- let alon for the purpose ofor implementing projects 
assuring the continued mintenance of 	ia-place sytoms; 

(9) 	 bra assistme as, expected from the G0oVeMnnt of Key& th8R
 
and aftiistrative
a careful assessment of the 0's fimacial 

constraints would have vrranted. 

lwroper adisdistra-These deficiencies are not simply attributable to the 

imy of them can be traced backtiesand Implementation of the grsnt; 	rather, 

the resulting grant instrTmamt.to the original CAMt 010 proposal sad Al­

this grant wasthgh 010 guidelines wre not very solicit at the time 

being negotiated, and althouSh thia -s the first 0G ' In which 	 the Kenya 

that CANE'sission becm involved, it appears that the basic problem was 


not thoroughly reviewed end
proposal - and the grant agremat - we 

analysed by qualified persons. Too ch credence was placed on CAMX's 

wesperaleme in water development projects in Kmya 	 (Ahlch largely Irrelevant 

for a vatety of reasons) and too me reliance was placed on AD/V and CAhi/ 

York officials to negotiate an aprement acceptable to USIAD/Zemya andSe 

Implenntable by CAMt/K nya. 

a project of this magnitudeWevertbless, there is little excuse for 

upon without a mwr realistic assesmntand potential ceplexity 	being agreed 
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of the pblin, prospects. and esacced results of -.dert&kia support 

of o". such projects over a two-year period, and wit out a me rmprous 

and amalytical review of the subsecIve aspects of the proposal by WAID 

md AID/V officials. 

Little purpose my be served by belaber past historyp but a 

descuiption of the major problm currmtly cmnfronted by de G0O, CAM, 

md USAID/Zemya In se ing this prent Implm ted my suggest sm modificatims 

la tds (or my revised) areemat hich AID sad CM my wish to conclude 

ts respect to water development I Kenya. 

GOYITe or r 

As oftea the case In hibrd World rural water projects, Zovenmest 

inslmtrIes are lImreed In jurisdictional disputes and tiogled lines of 

commication. Although eighte mths ago a mew Hiistry of Water Develop­

smnt was created from a departmnt in the Ministry of Agriculture and Sives 

primary responsibility for rural water supply ptojects, it io plagued by: 

(1) 	 Lack of trained personnel, particulaly In technical design, 
supervision and inspection of construction, operations ad 
ms luenance of sal self-help vatt schemes; 

(2) 	 Insufftcit budgetary support (which places a constraint even 
on the operation of vehicles); 

(3) 	 Bureaucratic (and sometimes personal) disputes at various levels 
with personnel of the Minlstry of leAlth (which wes responsible 
until recently for All small village water supply system); 

(4) Isadequate coordination of its actvles with other Lsistries, 
prticularly the Department of Coalty Developenet and the 
Uaistry of IEalth. 

These problems are exascerbated (rather than relieved) by popular 

pressures for the Improvement of water systems throughout rural Kenya ­

reinforced by almost daily articles In the popular press - end by politicians 
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s. agree to supply it with Litle cosncer for the fiasecial and adalstra ive 

ebstacles vwich must first be overom. 

Scoplca ed bue potepially effective tas teutlemal structure eists 

Is Eea from the DaiUserIal l dGUR to the local (vllag) 2s for 

dh isfLatiou, technical reviaw, s eventual approval of wer supply (and 

ocher rural developmn) actcitiees, contingent upos their consomec wieh 

district, provincial, end national plans. Immee, procedures within Whs 

stru ture we unangled in a variety of financial constraints and arrested 

by the Inertia which, "o come of insufficientLeeucai Ingr and 

Il-traned mlnpowr. 

igoa water supply projects Inevitably rmU afoul of this officLial 

system and consequently CARB finds Itself caught on the hrm of the aged 

developmc d11: Des en external donor Implemnt the eatire project 

itself in order to get the job done, or does it work within the existing 

system, recognizing that less will be accamplished and each wastage of 

mIy and effort will occur. CAM has not yet resolved this dilina, not 

has the M taken my steps toward resolving it for CAE. It cI only be 

suggested, rather lamly, chat It Is undoubtedly a question of tim.. 

In the meantie, however, the Malscry of Water Developmsnt has not 

provided CAM vith the promised technical persoanel, -/ not are its district 

water officers expeditiously drawing up the technical project designs which 

CAM1 requires, nor are they providing the supervision 6f system Installacions 

and follfof-up ioctlou which CAE was led to espect of them. 2' 

I 	 El.even MD pereoel vare -to be at the disposal of CARE to provide
 
technical support for its water projects. Owing to the workload of
 
the SM these were not made available to CAM except so sporadically
 
that their help was In fact a hindrance.
 

3 	 Aiing the problem obsarvea during visits to eight project sites were: 
t englaes Improperly instaled; storage tanks and water source 
Inadequately protected; delays In repairing a pImp Wic had broken 
dun shortly after its Installation; trenches for piping dug.at 
isufftcient depth; a pimphouse inadequately venclated ad ecuasat 
sOt vented to the outside; and a system Wch - without, notifying 
CAM - had been totally redesigned after CARE had provided materials. 
Is another case it was clear that the original design did not properly 
take Into account potential dmad: the source being inadequate and/or 
the water min of too small a aup, the system is nov being redesigned. 
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Idod, the Deputy Director of Vater Developmrnt edmcted under q4seiefilag 
that became of these problei he would not cue to e sy expeasoa of 

CA0s present progrm for the am 12-16 ruths, sad the ouly resson he 

could give for not reducing CAM's present level of Imvolvet me that 
It would be an embarrssment to the Gmvemt, became Ic could not met 

its cmites. 

As a result. CARM last math hired (with sa-WG funds) its ow ex­

patriate water engiaer. 

Correspoodiagly, the Dpertmnt of Camunity Developwent (of the 

WiListry of boing ad Social Services) i being relied upn to ensure the 

requisite commicy organi ation and, IM fac, the "self-help" elment 

which should be n Iueztricable part of each project. Tet., although the 

concept of Vaib - the people puLling themselves up by their own 

bootstraps - is widely heralded and precipitates an astoetshing amount of 

local-level, largely u edded, seLf-help effort, 8overmt commity 

development persomel re to enc-wae and monitoransumficlent in nmbers 

such efforts, let alon direct and Iasticutionallse them - and 75 percent of 

their vehicles wre even grounded In a recent austerity drive. 

Although Coiunity Development Officers appear to be articulate, 

knowledgeable, and well-educated, they and their Assistant Commity Develop­

met Officers are usually responsible for too many projects spread over too 

Large a terrain to provide the kind of oversight to CAM-supported wter 

projects that is required to ensure their long-term viability, let alone get 
either a matliplier effect from them (in the sense of precipitating eldlar 

projects In neighboring villages) or the spin-off benefits (in heaLth, 

agriculture, etc.) which might be &atcipated, And Commuity Development 

Assistauts, who work mst closely with village self-help groups, are a 

dynamic group but rather lnexerienced. 

As a result, CAM now seem willing to accept the fact that It vst 
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ttmse systemtically provide a com eity developMe LupuR inte future 
wtr supply projects if a serious effort is to be med o Satitutioe lie 

the procedures necessary to min ln the water 8ytss* whos Satall&tl s 

it supports. 

1nal', there Is a problem about health, the Improvement of ichl 

mong target groups is am objective of thds project. To date, the quality 

of water bas not been a cocern of CAU - nor of the Ministry of Wacer 

Development. Instead, It s supposed to be a concern of the Ministry of 

aith, which at various levels s not coordinating Its activities with 

the Ministry of Water Developmeut. 

Under the dubious assumptio that increasing the quantity of water wIl 

(a) alone Improve health and/or MV) inevitably lead to a desire for - end 

the eventual ability to provide for - safe wter, neither CARE nor the IBD 

has given ay attention to the quality of the water. they help to uske mt 

accessible. (Indeed, It Is a deficiency of the grant instrument that this 

is not even Implied as boing a concern of CARE.). 

This "quality vs. quantity" debate, which frequently embroils yater 

experts, need not bc indulged In here. Sowever, there Is no question but 

that CARE should pay at least sae attention to whether or not it is simply 

supporting the greater distribution of contaminated vater in funding some 

of the projects under this grant. Inded, Kenya's Development Plan specifi­

cally states that its development goal Is to bring "to the entire population 

the benefits of a safe supply [of wear] sufficient to their requirements 

for domestic and livestock consumption." And this same emphasis on safe 

water Is to be found in the recant World Bank Sector Paper "Uillale Water 

Supply" (March, 1976). 

The matter of quality or safety is raised at this juncture because 

CARE's lack of attention to this matter is in part attributable to 

competition and lack of cooperation betwen the ministry of Water Development 

1!/ 	 CARE's Intention is not itself to organize communities, but to provide 
assistance to GOK comunity development officers in the initiation, 
supervision, sand follov-up inspection of CARE-supported water development 
projects. 
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via tib CA to meost closely associated I lsplesanting this grat) 

Mad the inistry of lth (with Vhich CAM Ma-so direct JALMuemet, 

but wkch Is supposedly responsible for the SualIty of water). CAR 

officIals say thay are trying to Cmd"T this situation by encouraging 

msials betwmee officials of both ministries as often as possible. But %bat 

CM has not yet don, and what It my be necessary to do if safe water is 

to becom so obiective of this project, is (tmpeorarly) to do the job itself 

(i.e., lne. the water tested; ensure that Its safety is -m Inxtricable 

part of all CAM-fuaded projects; refuse to support a projctt providing 

water thich does not met a certain "reasonable" quality standard) until 

much tim as the alscry of Relch sumas an operational responsibility 

for the safety of water supplied by CAR-supported projects. Ws is, in 

effect, that CAM has dan to overcome difficulties with the Mnlscry of 

Water Deelopmnt (hire Us m water engineer) and what It contemplates 

doing in cousequnce of deficiencies in the operations of the Department of 

Cimnity Developmnt. 

It is Important to note that It has only been In the past year that 

smay District Developmeut Cimittees (wherein the mst effective and regular 

coordination between various ministerial officers In the field takes place) 

am beginning to perform an effective function as operatioual ults of 

local governnt. It Is admitted by the Daprrsnt of Counicy Developmunt, 

bomver, that it vill be sm tim before lon-standing jurisdictional dis­

putes and personality conflicts mng district and pr nclal ministerial 

field representatives can be resolved. CAM Itself, working through pro­

vincial officers and the Departmnt of Community Development is nov mw.king 

an effort to bring together on various occasions relevant district and 

provincLal, mansterial representatives with responsibilLties affecting 

CAM's village water supply projects, but admits that this is a difficult 

task requiring patience and perseverence. 
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the current CA Director and progrm Officer lnheuited thi great 
freo their edecessors amid are w -kiag a effot to cope with a serim 
of Problem %kic can be traced back to CAll's original propoal amd the 

resulting grant agremt. They are, however, haviag tubles. 

ALL development projects "and t ose professing to be) are (or should 
be) learning ezperi nces - experiments which semetlmes work, but usually 

do uot, but uhlch hopefully lead to better future experiments. It is clear 

that given the host of variables governing the success of such a vast nmber 

of individual Projects, and the need for coordination between so my 

parties to assure its success, that this grant must be considered, at least 

to a degree, an ezperiment allowing CARE and others (especially the COC) 

to learn by the experience in hopes that future village water projects wil 

prove nore successful. This Ln part accounts for mny of the troubles CAIE 
has had In administering this project; it does not, however, excuse all of 

then. 

CARZ however, apparently entered Into this grant without fully under­

standing the difficulties Involved in Implemnting it, despite statemnts 

In their proposal that they had been assisting water supply projects in 

Kenya since 199.1 / They als* failed to draft a proposal which reflected 

the variety of Inputs required to achieve the purported objectives of the 

grat. 

The mast flagrant of these errors is an emphasis on the purported 

1.1 	 A review of the history of self-help water projects In Kenya would 
itself have been Instructive to CARE when drafting Its proposal - but 
such a review, If It took place, is not reflected in the document. 
Amn other things, such a review would have revealed the serious 
technical and duLnistrative problems associated with projects under­
taken up to that point In tine by the CK and other donors. See: 
Robert Z. Vignot, "A Report on the C6dition of UICEF-Assisted 
Demonstration Itural Water Supplies In Kenya," UNICEF Regional Office 
(Nairobi, December 1974) (tiaeographed), and I1RD/IDA, "Agricultural 
Sector Survey - Kenya," Report Mo. 254a-IM, 2 Vols. (Deceuber 20, 1973, 
esp. Annex 17, pp. 10-21. 
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benefits to accne to warn; alhough eom of the projects wil clearly 
gedsce the aus er of hours warn spend carrying water (providd cousption 

vahaits constant), there is no reas, excepa mantesed hypothesis, to 

beltve that the tim saved ill be put! to productive of other beneficial 

puapOses. Senator Percy to the contrary nocwlhstanding, this project 

doe not need this sort of justificatiou to be deserving of AID fundian; 

simply making water mrs accessible to rural populations is Itself a 

benefit, if improving the quality of life is (as It should be) an objective 

of AID end CAM progrm. Indeed, the ewmaordinary itw CUM epends 

gathering base-lime data and epects to speed gathering post-pToject data 

on these benefits to wors (which are ostly Indirect and scarcely 

quantifiable or reliable) is mstly osy wasted on a questionable research ­

met operational - project, sincL the Inputs to enable wann ro use their 

freed-up time productively or in other beneficial ways are not yet available 

to my degree In rural areas. It should be noted in this regard that the 

CM's mm Development Plan addresses this problem of needed additional Inputs. 

As the Plan states: 

L5.14. There are four basic types of benefits to be derived from 
Investments In water development. These are higher cash incomes, 
nore secure subsistence, Improvedhealth, and increased -leisure. In 
each of these areas the realization of full benefits depends upon 
the Implementation of progrmes and projects in other sectors such 
as agriculture, health, and transportation. To these programs 
and projects water development stands in a complementary relation­
ship. Although this complementary relationship is essential to the 
fullest realization of benefits, it mst be noted that the grossly 
Inadequate water supply facilities in many parts of the c€untry 
mean that a significant social benefit is attached to a water supply 
project even where complementary programse are not wall advanced. 
In recognition of this fact, the stratemv for water development 
in rural areas requtres that water development proceed hand in hand 
with proarames and proiects of other sectors, so that a fuller 
realization of pctentil benfits can be achieved [italics added]. 

lme, although more accessible water is in Itself desirable, to achieve 

the benefits which CAE projects re.uires additional inputs which neither 

CARE nor the G0 Is presently aking available in the amounts required. 
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Uhm the present CAM director casm t e Knya scee In May 1973, 

be ms faced vith a fLt accoll. Gradually be realised, a the project 

snd fomard, that be was faced with ezssively burdensome buremsratic 

pepemoh requiremts from AID, lack of cooperation from relevmt overnut 

miaLstris, and personel chages as al as deficiencies in technLcal 

capebilities within his m organiztion. to his credit, and that of his 

me Prorp Officer (who arrived In Moveer 1973) CAR/ any8 has besu. 

sorting out the sa - its mst positive stnge accoplihment to date 

being the esploymut of a Sushdil-speaking, former tilnistry of ater Develop­

met engineer (and formr Peace Corps Volunteer) . .tho can review plans and 

Inspect Installations from a technical point of vew.1 CARg's biggest 

headaches now are: (1) establishing a set of project select'ion criteria 

to be consistently applied in the-evaluati.n of project proposals; (2) re­

orienting project objectives to better reflect a concern for long, 

operations, maintenance, and capital replacement problems; (3) the need 

to develop an evaluative methodology end framework which makes sense from 

a developmnt perspective; (4) staffing requirements to provide more regular, 

consistent, and professional supervision of project Lplentation; and (5) 

ridding itself of so.e of AID's sore unnecessary requirements (such as 

cost/benefit analyses for Individual projects) while enhancing the substantive 

quality of what it does and should report to AID (e.g., regular and detailed 

site visitation and quarterly reports together vith end-of-project reports 

which describe completion of the total project, not just the installation or 

ezpenditure of CARE's contribution). 

!msdiate attention should be given the critical need for CARE to
 

develop firm and clearly articulated project-selection criteria which do
 

not Involve highly suspicious councs of intended beneficiaries (which the
 

2./ 	 The Director also prevailed upon a local consultant firs to show 
a meber of his staff how to do a project-specific cost/benefit 
analysis (which was nevertheless Inadequate and about which more is 
said belov)* and gained the assistance of the University of Nairobi, 
Bureau of EducatLonal Research, to assist CARE in the design of an 
toproved base-Ulne survey instrumnt (which is considerably better 
than the one CARE initially used, but which is Insufficiently sophisti­
cated to be of more than minor academic Interest). 
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evulueors found would vuy Vdely depuding On to Uhm 0m taUed) or 

dobiu notions of uhat wom would do vth 1ei fteed-e titm and what 

megi-qua tifable and rather questiaable, benefits might accrue to Iocal 

cmmnlt4-s in the way of heaith, autrition, fanily lfeM,and in2reased 

prodctiom of food-etuffs. Instead, CARE hould worry about the cost­

effectiveness of proposed projects (tbe provision of 'ater at a low per 

capita coot), ensurla that obey be supported owc constructed, the percentap 

and type of self-help input to the project (given varying Incnm levels In the 

cnmnsity), the availability and integration of other advisor7 educational, 

ad technical Inputs which provide the potential for spin-off benefits to 

the greater accesstbility of safe water, and the emistence of functioulng 

to assure(and functional) slf-help harglee committees at the local level 

the proper operation and meintenance of in-place system and the collection 

of fees to support then. -/ 

USAM's patience with this project show admirable restraint. AID/ 

Vashington's insistence upon cost/benefit analyses and frequent waivers 

to allow CARE to procure materials local4y, however, is insupportable and 

vould try the patience of Job. Released of preparing and reviewing these 

the USAID officer responsible for VOumnecessary documnts and mmoranda, 


lialson might then be able to focus on the deficiencies of this grant and
 

and hence toultor it In a more responsible,
CARE's Implementation thereof, 

than hitherto. 2 /
 

exacting, and offective way 

Considerable perception was Involved In the USAID monitor becoming 

1 	 See section on "project selection criteria" below for a fuller expli­
cation of these considerations. 

2/ USAD/Zenya notes, hovever, that the AID progran in Kenya has doubled 
In the past two years, and the program office staff is sorely overvockod; 
according to the Miusion, without staff additions, careful monitoring of 
010. 	my not be possible. 
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suspicious of two projects uhich, from very brief project descuiptions 

provided by CARE, did not appear to be eplicitly adhering to AZD priorities. 

Visits to both sites Indicatd that one (Iadwm oirls' SchoolY clearly was 

Improperly edertakamn, and the other (t Istolo) wsa adbering only mrginally 

to the Want aret (although It sea sufficieatly coeomat with AID 

objectives to be acceptable).11 

Te perception ought not be required of as AID monitor to determine 

whether projects are being perfotmed in accordance with the grant. Despite 

the degree of independece and flexibLlity which OMd were to provide fos, 

there is clearly a weed for a far more thorouah aa rigorous review of 01 

proposals and grant agreements in missions than the one in question was given, 

and a far ore exacting periodic reviev of wall-documnted descriptions from 

the grantee as to what It has done, is doing, and expects yet to do under 

the grant. This ought not entail thmb:ng through Inarticulate, soetimes 

factually inaccurate, and almost totally useless site visitation reports, but 

reviewing substantive Issues and occasionally making personal visits to 

project sites. 

Two matters have particularly concerned UAID officials, and both 

with ustification: (1) requiring cost/bdnefit ana:yses from CARE for each 

Individual project supported under the ,rant,even when CARE's contribution 

my be as little as $2,000; and (2) being required by an Insensate AID/Vash­

anton to issue CARE frequent source waivers to permit local procurement of 

materials. 

to vis:..t the sites of all CARE projects,.L/ Although it was not possible 
an eenination of CARE's quarterly reports (in which individual projects 
are briefly described) together with CARE's project completion reports 
would Indicate that a nuber of projects .do not explicitly address 
elther CARE's stated grant objectives nor, possibly, AID program 
emphases. In paticular, the evaluators are especially suspicious of 
projects which are described as serving Irrigation schesmes, cattle 
dips, and schools. This criticis may only indicate that a more detailed 
description of each project should be developed by CARE prior to any 
fuding comitment. On the other hand, it may re-eqphas e the need 
for the establishment by CARE of so*re explicit criteria governing 
project selection, which in the future may be used as a touchstone 
to determine project appropriateiiess and consistency with the grant 
agreement. 
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Im accordance with the oreish Assistaee Act, Secti 61(a), 

coet/bmfit analyses (0s) ae required to be conducted for all federally­

fmed water projects u oess of $100,000 In accordance with guidelines 

set forth in lastructlons from the MIte Neu* In 1962.1/ ast requimat 

that costs and beneflts be ceuted for the ldividual projects to be sup­

ported under this pant is fomd in the Progre Dscuiptlon (pas 2) attached 

to AM's letter to CARE of 25 June 1975. ibdlc states that "Using the 

Information avalLable from 3 above (t.e., base-lime data, the Grantee shall 

prepare a conputation of Individual coomanity project costs and benefits 

ude Insofar as practicable In accordance with the procedures set forth by 

UsThIDanya" CitaLlcs added]. 

DespLte USAI /Kenya's protests to AID/V, It has been Insisted that ( 
CARE conduct these C~s for each individual projkct, Irrespective of how s11 

CARE's contribution to the project my be. Owing to CAE's lack of technical 

coapetence to undertake then, only one has thus far been done - and this by 

a local anagemn consulting firm which CARE finally engaged fn desperation 

to sho its staff hnu to do them. 

mover, wving to the nature of this 01G (in particular, the nmber 

of individual projects to be supported) and the hih relative cost of 

conducting s"h analyses, AID ought not to have insisted that Cls be sub­

mitted for each of the self-help water projects being assisted under this 

grant. 11 

The more salient reasons for not requiring Cle are as follows: 

Mile 	 the total amount of the grant funding of $300,000 exceeds the 

/ 	 "Letter of President John F. Kennedy to the Secretary of the Interior;
 
the Secretary of Agriculture; the Secretary of Health, Education, and
 
elfare; and the Secretary of the Army" (The White Rouse, May 15, 1962) 

concerning the formlation and evaluation of water resources projects, 
with attechwent headed "Policies, Standards, and Procedurus In the 
Formulation, Evaluation, and Reviev of Plans for Use and Developamut of 
Water and Related Land latources." 

2/ 	 This does not man, howver, that CARE should not live careful consideration
 
to the cost effectiveness of each project In term of providing accessible
 
water at low per capita cost.
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inin for uhich Cgs are requIr. , the finds are mot to be used In the 
eatzuion of a single, disc..ce water project 2K it. lather, the fods 

-o t, be used to supplement the fimaocing of- the Govenmiat of KMya as 

upil as C 'a ow fmds I& the purchase of uterials and equipment for some 

ltmy different projects.U e average expeditm by CAM is eaticipated to be 

$5.000 .Pd no ver expected to exced $10,000. Therefore, the idividual 

projects to be sepported do not fall within the dollar limits requiring cost/ 

bemefit analyses. To require them uder these circumstnces is to rmder them 

abeurdly costly. 

Should this not be reason sufficient to reject the notion that CUs 

be prepared for each project, it ca still be argued on other groumds that 

CS for each project is neither appropriate nor practicable. First, It takes 

eam inordinate mount of tim to collect the data and make the computations for 

the Cs. If they were to be conducted prior to the commcemnt of each 

ladividual projects significant delays could be expected In lat- ching these 

projects, which would likely cause frustrations at the local level and dampen 

a coomity's self-help initiative - which It should be a purpose of the grant 

to encourage. Already delays are being expertnced due to insufficient ND 

personnel to carry out the technical design for proposed projects. Comnity 

DeveLopmenc (and other GD0) Offl-ers have expressed concern over the Impact 

of these delay's on comonity enthusiam for self-help projects. Therefore, 

to require pre-project Cie would only ezascerbate an already-bad situation 

mad, met Iuportantly, reduce CAM's flexibility and speed of response to 

expressions of local initiative. 

Secouads it is difficult if not impossible to quantify precisely the 

benefits which are expected to accrue to target beneficiaries. For esmeple, 

a principal beneficiary group Is rural vomen who currently spend a nuber 

of hours daily fetching water. The question of quantifiable benafits amount 

to evaluating in monetary term the use of the tim which will be freed-up from 

the task of drawing water. One could argue that even if the wown do nothing 

"productive" with the extra time, an economic benefit has been tendered since 
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emv leisure does have utility to the consner. lowever, attcdhing a m aery 

vISMa to leisure tim t difficult and subject to adles debate. (It 

bodld be pointed out that utercarrying itself my also provide rbe indl­

vidul with utility through providing the opporunity for doialisi8, sm 

activity of higb value mere entertainmt opportualstes are Limited. Thus 

te provislon of accessible water my even imply negative utility by UJltlg 

te opportumitias womn have to socialize.) 

In the e CS conducted to date, the benefits wre determiaed by 

attaching a mnetary %q.ua to the freed-up time, which it wes assued woman 

womild spend In agricultural pursut. The extra work ws valued at the 

lslated minim daily uge of Z She. 5/-. For any of the areas visited, 

plat sizes end/or traditional technologies placed serious constraints on the 

possibilities of raising output by means of Increased labor Inputs. Indeed, 

tbo marginal product of labor my currently be zero, or close thereto ­

a com phenomenon in siular circumstances throughout the world. Also, 

t assumption that the marginal product, If positive, is valued at K She. 5/­

per day is clearly open to debate. 

More accessible water may also praote better hygiene and health. However, 

it would be excessively costly to measure and evaluate the decrease in produc­

tive time currently lost from ill health or the greater intensity of productive 

effort. The use of aumptions my facilitate the computations; however, 

this leaves one open to justifiable criticisem and raises doubts as to 

the relisbllity of the results. 

Third, the staff at CAit/Kenya currently and admittedly does not have 

the capability for conducting CS analyses. The analysis submitted by I.P. Gauff, / 

X.G. Consulting Engineers, on the Iaptal project, should ot be used as a 

gmeral frmework for conducting future CIs owing to the flr's use of in-

Correct procedures and assumptions thereLn. 1 ' Indeed, it is also clear that 

For examplA, the expenditure for replacement of the pump after twelve 
years should not be included with the annual recurrent expenditures but 
treated as a capital cost discounted separately from the twelfth year 
end the twenty-fourth year. Also, valuing the nerginal product of the 
additional labor inputs at the official mitnlmm wage rate for agricultural 
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do data coLmieed Is the base-Uns n wey is et ufficleat to conduct 
a soud C, as suesed (quite Imorrectly) L the grant agoremes (see 

iten 4, paes 2). 

Vmly, doe LD/V requimmeet for C3 Miarlses wpome an umnl m.,SJtale 
brdsm am CAMs Local staff tm, whith cmld be employed more productLvely 

to project ideatiufiation, implem cation, and evealatiuo, Idd, the 
Imposition of this requirem c my also not be Is keeping wIt the spirit 
of preserving the Independant identities of the specls participating In the 

WG program. 

In brief, the phrase f"ofar as practicalee" cited In AM's instruccilen 

to CMJU for the administration of this pant (see above) should by itself 

enable AIDIV and/or USAID/Reny to dispense with this requirement. Besides, 
CBs - as presently required - serve no useful purpose Insofar as they are 

conducted after funds are coumitted to a project and, at mt, can therefore 
provtda only a post-facto justification for having undertaken any project. 
As presently being conducted, they serve only to.comply with an irrelevant 

bureaucratic requlremott which has c program alpificance. 

LOCA MRDUMI OF M~!iim 

To date, It has been necessary for USAID/Kenys to issue eli procure­

mst source waivers In order to permit CAM to procure materials locauy In 

accordance with standard AID procedures. 

Mese Impose a tim-consuming burden on USID/Kmy& (despite the mechnical 

my they arem churned out) - time wich could better be employed nonitoring 

the grant's Implmentation fron a substantive point of view. T e matter of 

obtaining mwers also constitutes a concern to CA. 

(con't) labor Is -arguable particularly In light of the available technology, 
resources, and wide variety of envrnmental conditions affecting agri­
cultural productivity throughout the country. Typicallyin overcrovded 
areas, where traditional techologles are employed, the average pro­
ductivIty of labor (represented by minium daily wages) exceeds the 
marginal produrtivity. Thus, to use the mInmm wage would grossly over­
state marginal output and, hence, benefits attributable to the project. 
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a@e agmmts in favor of these wivers have, In mjeor part been 

adequately coveted In variu inuernal AID mormda and so sed not be 

reupitulated bee. Suffice it to say that,.0e request of U&D, a 

revie of ths smccar ws undertake, and discussed with CARE, WAID, and 

GM offlclala. On tle basis of this revi@e WAID's arumns for chees 

alvers appear wrrmtad. dtimally, bo er, tie poate seuoL4 be 

vdeecored: 

(1) 	 e unique role which CARE (or my MYO) cam play in the 
context of building small village water system Is almost 
entirely contingent upon the agency's ability to respond 
qulckly to material requirements lest "villagers becam 
frustrated and local comictees becam discouraged In P 
wake of long delays caused by the G='s often painfully 
slow reponse to localy-initlated project proposals. To 
welt three to six noghs to procure equipment and materials 
fras the U.S. - a process which can be bep only after all 
GOM technical design Inputs have been made - vould sig" 
nLfeantly undermine the possible success of each project. 

(2) 	 Each water system is unique; standardi ed equipment serving 
all (or even a small proportion) of CAR-supported projects 
is sot possible. 1ence, warehousing-of materials - in 
which the loss factor from pilferage is exceedingly high in 
Kenya - Is not just costly, but wholly Inappropriate, since 
specific system needs cannot be anticipated. 

(3) 	 Service and spare parts for U.S. pups i machines are not 
available locally; of the twenty-five suppliers of pumps 
canvassed by CARE staff, only one stocks a U.S. sake, and 
this to a submersible puf vLicb is a type for which CARE 
hardly ever has a.y use.- Since the sajor problea vhwich 
the project faces Is the continued opezation and maintenance 
of in-place system, the availability of servtce and spare 
parts Is critical to the long-tr success of projects; In­
extricably involved In this is the training of operators. who 
(if a UICU-sponsored training program for operators becomes 
regularised, with ON and CARE encouraee-c) will be trained 
on the noa-U.S. machines presently installed by the 001 and 
fomd throughout the country. Under these circumstances to 
nsist on the use of U.S. equipment In CARE-supported projects 

is, quits frankly, ridiculous. 

S 	 The Director of Water Development, MWD, confirm CARE's canvass. He 
writes: "Incidentally, Utted States of.American (sic) small pumping 
equipment are not camonly available and their servicing and spares 
facilities are almost non-existent in Kenya." Letter, requested by the 
evaluators, forwarded to The Director, CARE/Kenya of 16 July 1976 
(MID 1ef. No. VD/217/369/I1/13). 
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ZadivIdual uivers can be Issued by WAID/Kenya only in ums moc 

to .mesed $25,000. It appears to be a nosseasical bureaucratic equc 

dwit these source waiers be issued only In these smUl, amonts mad beae 

as ftluently as they mast. It woulA be far easier for evrTyoe - AID/W, 

UM/Rsnya, and CAU - if a blaket source waiver covering the entire 

gms were omce-ed-for-all, mode. Perhaps chn., greater concentraton could 

be S.ve by CAR mad USAID to the very real substantive problem associated 

with this grent's Imlemosnatiom, rather than epend tim on needless bureau­

.malepaperwork.
 

M =ECSEZCTION CRITERA 

A major fault of Clt's Impremntation of this OPG is that no clearly­

ar culated criteria exist for determining which projects ought to be supported. 

Proposal come to CAl In various ways - through the Ministry of Vter Develop­

meet, directly from representatives of local "self-help" comictees, or 

laftractly by word-of-mouth or sheer happenstance. Indeed, lack of criteria 

lLomvd an inexperienced staff member - in an exemporaneous speech - to 

comt OC funds for a water storage tank (at hdzuau Girls School) which us 

Inonsistent with grant objectives. 

Tbe variety of ways In which potential projects are Identified renders 

It of special Importance that established standards exist for reviewing proposals 

said selecting projects. This ioncern is reinforced by the fact chat amy, if 

mnt mst, of the deficiencies discovered during this evaluation are the result 

of Inadequate planing; these range from CAl's significant over-estimation 

of the number of target beneficiaries to be served under the WP to the fact 

that a water supply system, to which CA's contribution has already been 

asrne, my not become functional for a considerable period of time owing to 

administrative, tchnical, or financial proble3 faced In the non-CAU­

spported parts of the project. 

The scope of this evaluation does not entail the development of appro­

ptlate project-selection criteria. But It Is clear that both technical 

sy*tma requirements as well as local Institutional Impediments mst. be 
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mlwysed mere cazeful.y and systemtically by CAM then has hitherto been 

de cae before it hereafter embaks em a 8Lyo project. 

It oisht be sumstod, however, that imng factors to be given special 

attencio In project selection would be: te proportion of the local self­

help cotribut io, based upon a thoroughly verified rae if local per 

capita Saet s; a local income level above uAich a project would not be 

considered for fIndiag the certain availability of a villager (and a back­

up assistunt) trained to operate and maintain the completed system; the 

ich a 	projectactual umber of baseficlaries (with a cut-off point below v 

mould not be supported sad vith perhaps greater attention being given to 

is order to reach more easily the totalhlgh-desity, low-incom areas 

umber of projected beneficiaries snd betrer realize economies of scale); 

sesoment of population projections for the area to be served (in order 

and henceto avoid construction a system which will soon be overloaded 

rendered obsolete); and the availability sad commitment of complementary 

technical and administrative inputs (which would precipitate spin-off 

areas of health, nutrition, child care, agricultural pro­benefits in the 


duction, and local institutional development).
 

mst be the degree of villageA major consideration In selacting projects 

eed, which may be uLodcated by the interest and Lnvolvement of the village, 

the adequacy and proximity of the existing supply, and the expressed willing­

nes of individual users to pay for water. - / CARE should also insist 

upon the pro-project assessment of the presence of water-bourne diseases 

and, if present, the design of a system which will treat the water as well 

The cost effectiveness of the system should alsoas protect the source. 

comimint of funds, and the presence of sufficientlybe explored prior to any 

strong local sef-governing institutions or orgJanitions to ensure the long­

torm management of the system should be assessed. 

1L/ 	 Appraisal of these factors by expatriate CARE personnel would be 
emoedingl7 difficult, particularly as water projects are becoming 
so greatly embroiled in politics. This underscores the recomndation 
that CARE employ a highly trained local-comunity developsent vorker, 
keuledgeable of the country, perctptive of the nuances of local or­

gemization and attitudes, and commtted to development, not just relief 
sad good works. CARE/Kenya already has one such person on its staff, 
although asigned to other projects; another such person should be sought. 
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So final ranking of project possibilities vil, of course, be 

might to be gives these (and perhaps other relevat)depenent upon the 
in consultation withfactors. These should be promptly vorked ou; by CAR, 

UUIDS/asya and GC officials. 

ICK.Sz~ AND M~WNDAT0KRS 

The Water Developmnut Operational Program Grant to CARE for the 

Support of self-help village water supply projects became effective on 

I July 1973 for a two-year period. The grant agreement targeted the com­

30 June 1976.pletion of thirty projects serving 300,000 rural Kenyans by 

As of that date, all of the AID/CARE funding allocated for the effort in 

1F 1975/76 had been consitted In-support of a total of twenty-five projects. 

At the tims of this evaluation, CARE indicated that nine of these projects 

had been completed, benefiting 30,729 persons. (A tenth project was 

quarter and was to be cited as completed Incompleted during the fourth 


CARE's next quarterly report to UsAID.)
 

General Assessmut 

It Is clear that CARE has not undqrtakan the targeted nqmber of projects 

nor reached the anticipated nunber of beneficiaries for the various, 

Interdependent reasons discussed in this report. By falling to do so,
 

CARE has not fulfilled its obligations per the grant agreement.
 

The writ of these individual water projects, however. should not be
 

measured by numbers alone. Although, as described above, there are may
 

serious deficiencies
problems confronting CARE in performing this work and 

In tle original CARE proposal and the resulting grant agreement (*ad, hence, 

to believe that thethe Implemntation of the grant)., there is no'reason 

project .annot be redirected in its approach, emphases, and goals in order to 

serve more effectively and efficiently the overall objective of enhancing the 

well-being of Kenya's rural poor. 

preferenceIndeed, it is a conclusion of this evaluation that, in 
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to bet" conduted, AID's grant to CA should be cap aed, contingsnc 

Gye later &MA, changes bela asde In the aresat and CAM comiting 
itlUf to managing sore responsibly the pructs Iplemntation. Iriefly 

stated, this conclusion is based upon the fact that rendering wer more 

accessible Is an effective my to impra the qualLty of life of a 

otp~tmcau "gmnt of Fenya's poor majority. AddItionally, more ac­

ceasIble water my be a sisaua m for Initiating other development 

activities of both a social and ecosomic nature. 

It should also be mtioned that many of the problems Identified 

by the evaluators were administrative or managerial. Those have been 

acknowledged by CARE, USAID/anya, and OCM officials, and in sow cases 

steps are already being taken to cope with then. Therefore, despite 

the serious deficiencies cited above in the 'ay in which work has been 

performed to date, the recognition of these shortcomings on the part of both 

CAN and USAID and their joint villingness to consider revisions in the 

original grant agreement to ovcome them, augurs sufficiently vel for the 

future of this project to justify Its continued funding. 

finally, this evaluation has demonstrated that assisting VOs io 

Improve their capacity to undertake development projects of this nature 

can enable a more flexible and effective approach to "grass roots" deve­

lopument to occur than can be expected from most bilateral, goverasnt-to­

goverment programs; the problem still to be resolved. is determining the 

proper extent to which PVOs should be regularly held accountable for the 

Implementation of such grants and the degree of control which USAIDa should 

exercise in monitoring them. 

In the following paragraphs, the conclusions and recomendations of 

the evaluators ar* suassrized; these are based upon findings described at 

greater length In the main body of this report. 
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CO1=LU!1M 
1. Tenet Accolistmnts 

1. ProSrss to date Indicates thbc It vil not be possible for 

CAM to serve the 300.000 benefticiaries per year as targeted In its OrG 

propseal, owing to ureasonably high estimates as to tbe average nmber 

ef bef.iclazUe chat could be served per project (i.e.*, 10,000). 

2. Actual capital costs per capita sinificantly seed that which 

us estlimated in CARts 01 proposal, Ln part owing to tho inadequacy of 

Initial plaming m4 overly-bitious stateents s to the nmber of 

project befclarLes. 

3. Prospects for the maintenance and louevity of the village water 

system being funded under this agreement are not impressive owing to the 

lack of training of those managerially and technically responsible for them 

at the local level, and to the lack of organizational arrangements to assure 

adequate funds for operation, maintenance, and capital improvements. 

4. In light of the relatively small aimounts of honey involved n 

each project and the need for locally obtai ble ipare parts ad service, 

the bureaucratic requirent of AID/VY that the Mission issue periodic 

wplvers to allow the local procurement of materials is needlessly time­

consuming, adLnistratively costly, and technically insupportable. 

5 . Little if any effort has been made by CARE to ensure that 

individual projects contribute to the davelopment of local self-governing 

(Cself-help") institutions; each project is considered a discrete activity 

and its possible matLplier effect (in the encouragement of subsequent 

activities in the saw or nelShborLng village) is not given any (let alone 

analytically systematic) consideration In the design or selection of projects. 

6. Despite the failure of CARE to provide USAID, on a tLmly basis, 

with required cost/benefLt analyses and base-line survey data on individual 

projects, AID has not seen fit to withhold d:sbursoments for these projects, 
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temreby Indicatiag that they are either considered usawgless to USA 
(uhlch would appear an understandable reaction) or that the ssion did not 

consider theee analyses critical to the grant's lplemutation and me 
uncertain as to the eztest M1o Independence In the administration of these 

grants we to be respected. 

7. Although CAR's dependence upon the Ministry of Water Development 
for the technical evaluation of a project's design and Implemntation has 
been partially reedied by the employment of a formr water supply engineer, 

the videspread scatteration of Iudividual projects at various steps of 
design ad laplementation renders it difficult for CAR! to emrcise proper 

controls over project lplementation. 

8. The iniscry of Water Development, Operations and Maintenance 

Division is, by its own admission, seriously understaffed and therefore 

unable to respond promptly to requests for detailed technical analyses of 

proposed village wter supply systems; this - and such other adadistrative 

factors adversely affecting GOK interest and involvement In this progras-­

has rendered it Impossible for CAR to base project selection on solid 

technical data and degree of financial involvement of local villagers and 

goverent agencies. 

111. Prolect Selection
 

9E Project funding has been agreed to prior to the receipt, reviev, 
and appraisal of detailed GCK (Minisery of Water Development) technical 

reports as to the design, feasibility and total funding requirements of 

individual projects. 

10. At least one project has been funded whero per capita income is, 
by the evaluators' Independent observation and CARE's mm declaration, 

above the average per capita income level of Kenya, suggesting that contrary 

to Congressional Intent projects are being funded for other than Kenya's 
Opoor majority". 

11. Projects do not necessarily entail a-"self-help" cop6nent ­

in one flagrant case CARE funded under the OP a project for which the 
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NILUStv7 of IducacLon (with technical asaswUtce frm the Ministry of 
Water kvlopmns) provided JJ ocher Inputs. 

IT. Prolect Justification 

12. AIDN's Insistence (despite USAID objections) that cost/benfit 

aalyses be performed for each individual project Is absurd: It is 

poselble that the cost of doing a detailed and thorough cost/benU.t: 

analysis could exceed the USAD/CAZ contribution to the project. In 

all cases, both social and economic benefits can only be quantified by 

resortIng to arguable assumptions, making the results of dubious value 

for project justification purposes. 

13. Stated objectives of theOPG agreemnt are Inadequately specific, 
apparently contrived to address AID program ephases rather than based on 

realistic objectives whose attainment . objectively verifiable (e.g., 
verifying at Intervals that safe and secure supplies are being delivered by 

the system). 

1 . CAUE's overweening preoccupation with the benefits of these projects 

upon woman and - s stated in the OP agreemnc - upon agricultural 

productivity and Awalth, is unjustif ed: (a) CARE's assumption that the 
tUm wom.A need no longer spend carrying water will be used productively 

Is an as-yet untested hypothesis; and (b) for such benefits to be realized, 

additional technical Inputs (e.g., from comunit7 development specialists, 

agricultural extension officers, health officials, etc.) will be required 

but *swot be expected, owing to management, administrative, and financial 

comstraints currently affctin the 00K ministries which would be involved. 

V. Rort ins 
25. CAR! Is not providing USAID/Kanya with sufficiently descriptive 

Mad maingful Information on Individual projects (Including base-lime 

data) to enable AID properly to monitor the grant. 

16. Survey format and methodology to obtain base-line data are 
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Wt professMially sound and, despite attempts by CAM to impro both 

formt and procedures, they are not yet such as will alow a stisfactory 

deteruntion of a project's "success". 

17. Contrary to the ONC agremet, only one (of 19) pro-project 

cnst/beefit malyses han been provided USAID. Ths me was ends after the 

completion of the project and is unacceptable for reasons cited In the text 

of thu report; even if completed prior to project selection and appropriately 

provided UAID, it does not appear possible that these analyses could serve 

my useful purpose either to USAID or CAM. 

UCOIUIIDOATICtKS 

1. That AID no longer requ4le CAM to provide cost/benefit analyses 

for each individual village water supply project which they decide to support, 

as these are unjustifiably costly to produce, serve no useful purpose, and 

are of dubious validlty uLng to the assumptions necessary to quantify 

benefits. areafter, under this grant, CAE should encourage the design 

and implementation of systems which vill provide safe and secure water 

at low per capita cost. 

2. That AID provide CARE with a blinket wal-ar of U.S. piocurmant 

requirements, permitting local procurmnt of all materials (pumps, engines, 

and pipes) required to satisfy the conditions of this grant, thereby 

increasing CARE's flezibility and speed of response required by the work 

being undertaken, as well as the ability of local authorities and trained 

village level operators to service and maintain equipment once installed. 

3. That CARE limit the geographical spread of projects supported 

under this grant Lu order to increase their advisory inputs and to strengthen 

their management gontrol over projects being fuidsi as well as to take 

advantage of the more effective local governmental support systems existing 

In sowe provinces or districts. 

4. That the grant agrement be modified to require that CARE establish 

specific criteria for the selection of projects consonant with AID's OPG 

33
 



J~amnt applied consistently prior to any 

aemihmnt for fumding of projects. 

d lo sphsem which should 	be 

5. That Ca) CAS cease the pie-proJect coUectio of .relevGss data 

and 1L"td focus pro-project surveys on the collection *f quantifiable 

data blch is part of a @Learly conceived evaluative frmework and meania, 

and (b) CAll's objectives reflect explicit atteutio to enhancing the am's 

ability to develop an Institutional capacity at Local levels capable of 

ensuuing the long-run operation and maintenance of each vIllge water systmn. 

no6. That CA's objectives under this grant becme less the provision 

of *&e water then the provision of mr accessible rater, and that CAMZ 

not sapport projects unless It is assured of the reasonable quality of the 

water and, as part of the proposed project, adequate provisions will be 

taken to prevent Its contamination. 

7. 	 That CAM staff resources be so allocated as to dovetail attention 

supply projects with assistanceto the technical prerequisites of water 


to the C in developing an Institutionalized "self-help" capacity at the
 

Local level where projects are being implemnnted co ensure the continued
 

utillization end maintenance of in-place .systems. 

S. That In accordance vith a modified grant agrement, USAID/Kenya 

and CARE establish new reporting procedures which Vll Minimize paperwork
 

but will regularly provide AID with more comprehensive and maningful
 

progress-to-date descriptions and post-project analyses (specifically pre­

project surveys, site visitation reports, and post-project evaluations). 

9. That the funding of this OPG beyond June 1977 be contingent upon
 

project objectives being changed, requisite CARE personnel being on-board,
 

end an evaluative framwork and nechanism having been devised which fully
 

reflect the considerations raised In this report.
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