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This paper considers the process and criteria used to 

select districts and urban centres for participation in the Rural 

Trade and Production Centre (RTPC) Programme, which was launched 

by the Government of Kenya in support of its rural-urban balance 

strategy during the 1987/88 financial year. Particular attention 

is given to the appropriateness of the selection criteria, how 

well they measure what they are intended to measure, and how they 

might be improved. This paper takes the objectives of the rural­

urban balance strategy and the RTPC programme ds given. A 

separate forthcominc 1MRD discussion paper evaluates the rural­

urbua Lbcil & tratcT: 

Background: Kenya's Rural Trade and Production Centre Programme
 

The Government of Kenya's rural-urban balance strategy was
 

set forth in Chapter 4 of Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1986. In
 

contrast to earlier regional development strategies, the
 

rural-urban balance strategy calls for the coordination of rural
 

and urban development efforts. It explicitly recognizes the
 

interactive relationship between rural and urban areas, the
 

linkages among different sectcrs of the national economy, and the
 

Government of Kenya's principal growth priorities.
 

An important goal of the rural-urban balance strategy is to
 

promote the development of a well-serviced urban system that
 

facilitates the distribution of agricultural production, provides
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inputs and support scrviccs to bothi the agricultural and 

non-agricultural sectors, gcncrates productive non-farm 

employment in urban centres and rural areas, anI increases 

urbanisation outside of the country's najo.- cities. The success 

of this strategy will depend to a great extent on government 

policies aimed at raising agricultural productivity and farm 

incomes, which are expected to generate increased demand for 

non-ac'riculturai goods and services produced in the small towns 

and rural areas.
 

The first major policy innovation under the rural-urban
 

balance strategy was the establishment of the Rural Trade and
 

Production Centre (RTPC) programme, which concentrates 

infrastructural development resources in designated small urban 

centres in rural areas. The new programme funds a set cf 

projects as ar. RTTC investrent packagr. The rationale fcr 

funding packages of investments is that, in order to enhance the 

productivity of an RTPC and its hinterland, a set of basic 

interrelated infrastructure projects and services is required.
 

These investments are expected to relieve bottlenecks that 

impede growth and discourage private investment in the RTPC and
 

its hinterland. Such bottlenecks may include poor farm-to-market
 

roads, a lack of electricity or water, the absence of machinery
 

maintenance services or inadequate facilities for the collection
 

iMore details on the Rural Trade and Production Centre
 
Programme are found in Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1986, the
 
Government of Kenya's Sixth National Development Plan, 1989-93,
 
Evans (1986), and Gaile (1986).
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and marketing of farm produce.
 

Curponents of RTPC investment packages r.ay include both
 

physical infrastructure, such as 
roads and markets, and services,
 

such as credit, training, and cooperative societies, which
 

provide support for farmers, traders and local manufacturers.
 

Funding may also be requested to finance the rehabilitation of
 

existing infrastructure facilities in need of extensive repair to
 

bring them up to full capacity.
 

Implementation support and funding for RTPC investment
 

packages is being provided by the District Development Fund, 

which was announced in the Minister for Finance's 1987/88 Budget 

} ec[. 2 Ti. e~stblishricnt of this fund was end orsed by the 

(~.;.b, n Ju:; ilJ , i was gazetted on Febrcary 26, 1988. 

The DDF is working within the District Focus for Rural
 

Development strategy to channel funds from interested aid donors
 

into development projects that meet the objectives of the rural­

urban balance strategy.3 The District Development Committees
 

2The District Development Fund (DDF) was originally started
 
to finance the RTPC programme and the Nyayo Shed programme, which
 
constructs shelters in urban areas 
for small-scale and informal
 
sector craftsmen. 
The Nyayo Shed programme was transferred in
 
March 1988 to the Ministry of Technical Training and Applied

Technology and a new fund, the Jua Kali Fund, was set up to
 
finance it. It is possible that DDF may have an expanded role
 
and cover a more comprehensive set of rural and urban
 
development programmes and projects in the future. 
 Internal MPND
 
discussions have been held on this issue, but official policy
 
statements have not been released thus far.
 

3During much of the 1980s, Kenya has been moving towards
 
strengthening the administrative and technical capacity of its
 
districts, the principal administrative subdivisions of the
 
central government. This process has occurred under the District
 
Focus for Rural Development strategy, which was initiated by
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have primary resT.onsibility for all DDF projects, which are 

expected to be coordinated and integrated with other developmcnt 

rroiect5 in the districts. 

The PTPIC Programme is being coordinated by the Rural-Urban 

Planning Section (RUP'S) and District Develop,-,.ent Fund Sction 

(DDFS) of the Pural Planning Department (RPD) in the Ministry of 

Planning and National Development (.PND). RUPS and DDFS work 

closely with the District Development Committees (DUCs) in 

establishing RTPC sites and planning investment packages. T!,e 

MPND has been assisting the districts which are participating in 

the RTPC programme by providing them with technical criteria and 

guidelines that will 
aid them in the selection of their RTPCs and
 

the identification of their project packages. Once the 

"Jertih ,i<:. s<tj 1:.s Ve.r. co::;:octe, "Inds are Acv.-ted for 

the design and, subsequently, the construction of the 1.'.TPC 

project package.
 

Identifying Districts and Centres to Participate 

in the RTPC Programme
 

After a period of lengthy delays, implementation of the 

first group of eight Rural Trade and Production Centres (RTPCs)
 

has been progressing, and a second group is being selected during 

President Moi in 1983. Popularly known as District Focus, the
 
strategy shifts the principal responsibility for the planning and
 
implementation of decentralized development projects from the
 
ministries to the districts. For more information on the
 
District Focus strategy, refer to the GOK's handbook, District 
Focus for Rural Development (1987) and Cohen and Hook (1986). An 
extensive evaluation of this strategy is planned for the 1989/90 
financial year.
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May-September 1989. 4 The participating districts and centres 

are identified in a tl:o-stage proces.. First, F.UPS no7-riatcs 

districts and prepares a short-list of FTPC candidatc centres
 

within each nominated district using criteria elaborated in RrD
 

Technical Reports Nos. 1 and 2 of 1987, which respectively deal
 

with district identification and selection of sites within
 

districts. 5 The criteria laid out in these technical reports
 

will be discussed and evaluated later in this paper. Second, in
 

accordance with the District Focus for Rural Development
 

Strategy, DDCs select one centre from the MPND short list to
 

participate in the RTPC programme. The districts and short lists
 

of lUEIPC candidate centres for the first two rounds of the 

TrogrammL are presented in ?alc . 

At the time the RTPC selection criteria were developed, 

there was a great deal of pressure being placed on the Rural 

Planning Department to get the RTPC programme quickly underway.6 

Some of the criteria and the data used to measure the criteria
 

were, therefore, not as well developed as would have been
 

desirable. These criteria did, however, serve the purpose of
 

4A detailed preliminary evaluation of the implementation of
 
the first round of the RTPC programme is contained in Smoke
 
(1989).
 

5RPD Technical Reports Nos. 3 and 4 of 1987 provide
 
additional details on the criteria for shortlisting RTPC
 
candidate sites within districts and give examples of how the
 
various selection indexes are calculated.
 

6See Smoke (19E9) for a discussion of how the RTPC programme
 
was started sooner than expected by its original designers.
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TAfLE I
 
T.. _D-trict. Ir A fo r
h0r L_irt:; 

the Firs;t TWo 1o:11J; of the Proctram:.e 

Firs }:~ound 

Province 
 District Candid- te
 
Centres 

Ceftral Kirinyaga 	 Kutus*
 
Kagumo
 

Coast 
 Kwale 	 Kinango*
 
Lunga-Lunga
 

Eastern 
 Kitui 	 Mwingi*

Mutomo 

Kabati
 

Northeastern 
 Mandera 
 Rhamu* 
Takaba 

Nyanza 	 Kisii 
 Sune :1: 
Kerc):a 

Rift Valley 	 Kericho 
 Bomet
 
Ndanai
 
Kipkel ion*
 

Elgeyo Marakwet 	 Tambach
 
Tot.
 
Kapsowar**
 

Western 	 Bungoma 
 Chwele
 
Cheptais

Ximilli*
 

*Centre selected by the District Development Committee as an
 
RTPC.
 

**Centre not on the MPND short list but selected by the
 
District Development Committee as an RTPC.
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TABLE 1 -- continued
 

Second Round***
 

Province 
 District 
 Centres
 

Central Nyandarua 	 Engineer
 
Ndaragwa
 
Njabiini
 

CoAst 
 Taita-Taveta 
 Mwatate
 

Taveta
 

Eastern 
 Embu 	 Runycnjes
 

Kiritiri
 

Northeastern 
 Wajir 	 Habasweini
 

Buna
 
Bute
 

Siomc re
 
Ungunja

Ya
 

Marigat
 
Mogotio
 

Nandi 	 Cheptarit
 
Lesso
 

Trans-Nzoia 
 Saboti
 

Kiminini
 
Suwerwa
 

Western Kakamega 	 Mumias
 

Luanda
 
Butere
 

***As of late July 1989, 
no DDC among the second-round RTPC district:
 
had made the final selection of a centre to participate in the RTPC
 
programme.
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cstahlishing a relatively cbhjective process for no:;'Jnatcg e 

districts and selecting the sites to participate in the TPC 

progr)m e . ',h is was n I i ne with the ess iona Paper No. 1 of 

19[:6 goal of ensuring a more efficient allocation of 

infrastructure development resources. Although the District 

Development Committees have a major role to play in selecting the 

sites of the RTPCs in their district, no urban,ccntre is
 

eligible to benefit from DDF Funds if it does not meet the
 

various economic criteria set fcv'th in the RTPC programme
 

guide] ines.
 

During the past two years, most personnel and resources in
 

both RUPS and DDFS have been devoted to getting the
 

implementation of the first group of RTPCs underway. As a
 

result, not much tine was devoted to refining and modifying the
 

criteria used to select first-round PTPC districts and sites,
 

despite the fact that the need for refinement was well
 

recognized.7 Around March 1989, RUPS came under pressure to
 

begin the process of selecting the second group of RTPCs, and
 

there was not sufficient time available to improve the criteria.
 

Although a few minor modifications have been made, it was decided
 

that the same basic criteria used to select the first group of
 

RTPCs should also be used to select the second group. The Rural-


Urban Planning Section (RUPS) finished the process of identifying
 

short lists for the second group of RTPC districts in late July
 

7Various minutes on MPND File No. EPD/AC 9/04 discuss
 
problems with the selection criteria observed by officers working
 
in the field and detail the case for modifying certain criteria.
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1989, at which time short lists were forwarded to the DDCs for 

their consideration. 

In future rounds of the programme, there will be more time 

available for RTPC selection. Both the district selection and 

urban centre selection criteria need to be reviewed, and some 

modifications may be justifiable, particularly to the centre 

selection criteria. The remainder of this paper reviews certain
 

issues regarding the district identification and site selection
 

criteria and makes recommendations for their improvement.
 

The RTPC District Identification Index 

The selection of districts to be funded by the DDi under the 

RTPC p.rograinmc. is guided , 'cogic of RTPC strategy and.h the 

the goals of Government's rural-urban balance strategy. Initial 

concentration of DDF funds was intended to be in districts that 

are underurbanized and are producing or could produce
 

considerable agricultural and livestock surpluses. In accordance
 

with the rural-urban balance strategy, such di.stricts are 

presumed to have a need for expanding the number and size of
 

small towns to provide better market and employment
 

opportunities.8
 

Data on district urbanisation, savings and agricultural
 

production were collected by RUPS and combined into an RTPC
 

district identification index, which assigns a numerical score
 

8See Gaile (1986) and Smoke (1989) for an elaboration of
 
these issues.
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to each district. 9 Althougjh the indcx initi]ly Gcveopcd jor
 
JT]PC district identific;tion 
was used to nominate the first t..c, 

rou:.ds of participating districts, it, applicot.1- was rodificd 

by IMI;ND to rik-e the programme more politically acceptable. 

Rather than selecting the districts scoring Lighest nationally in 
the identification index, the highest scoring district in each 
province was selected for the first round, and the second highest
 

scoring dj-,trict in each province was 
selected for the second
 

round.1 0 The top two districts from Rift Valley were included in
 

each round because of the size of the province.
 

The application of the selection criteria 
on a provincial
 

rather than national basis suggests that an 
important objective
 

of the R'.IPC prograrme--to focus 
on 
the national high potential
 
ar ,s w..crc ther.;c r~oss~-nficc.rn - Lc.tin:c, PprCd tjon arn
 

erplcyricnt ga n coicd: 1 eciizcJ--was in part set aside. A
 
district's potential has been defined 
as relative to the province
 

in which it is located rather than relative to all districts
 

across the country. 
 This has resulted in the selection of a
 

number of Arid and Semi-Arid Lands 
(ASAL) districts for inclusion
 

in the early rounds of the programme, including Kwale and Taita-


Taveta in Coast Province, Mandera and Wajir in Northeastern
 

Province, and Kitui in Eastern Province. 
 In the long run, all
 

9Details of the RTPC district selection index are provided

in RPD Technical Report No. 1 of 1987.
 

100nly the seven multiple-district provinces were included
in the process. The eighth province, Nairobi, was excluded
because it is already highly urbanized and developed. Mombasa
District in Coast Province was excluded for the same 
reason.
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districts in Kenya (except Nairobi and Mombasa) 
are expected to
 

benefit from the programmu.
 

Proponents of the current process point out that the
 

selection of one district from each province improves the nation­

wide equity of the programme and provides funds for urban
 

infrastructure development to districts which have historically
 

been neglected in this area. Furthermore, it is possible to
 

argue that there are in most districts high potential
 

agricultural or livestock areas where RTPC interventions are
 

likely to stimulate the local economy greatly. While both of
 

these points are certainly true, the programme's designers
 

c.early intended the progran-o to augment economic -fficiency and 

maxi C incr aSes in '-1 r%vment and production, which requires 

focusing on the QistrIc'. IL1 the highest pcC-nti . I :cponents 

of the original objectives of the RTPC programme would
 

undoubtedly argue that there are other substantial programmes
 

which channel funds to ASAL areas, and that RTPC funds were not
 

intended for these areas. Whichever side is more correct,
 

political realities have dictated that all provinces must be
 

covered under the RTPC programme. This political guideline is
 

applied to most government programmes of significant scope, and
 

it is unlikely that the current rules will be changed.
 

District Identification Index: Conceptual and Empirical Issues
 

The district identification index is comprised of three
 

components. 
The first component measures underurbanisation. it
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js simply the negative of the percentage of population in each 

district living in urban areas (centres with a population gre;:ter 

than 2000) during the 1979 census. 'his measure gauges the 

decree to which district residents have access to urban services 

that help to support dynamic rural-urban economic growth. 

The second two components of the index, which are weJghted 

by population, measuie surplus agricultural production and the 

availability of additional district resources for expanding 

production. One measure used is savings as calculated from the 

Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) Rural lHousehold BudQet Survey 

of 1981-82. This is supposed to serve as a proxy for smallholder 

surplus. The other neasu e is-combined agriculture and I ivestc7k 

sa i-. '<o t uc"/, c : [-- St,-.:d[rc ,rc:-w ,:t>. ir - ar<::: 2 ?5 . : 

calculated for each of the index three components. 11 in order to 

weight agricultural production/surplus and underurbanisation
 

equally, the standard score for the underurbanisation component
 

is multiplied by two. This is then added to the other two
 

components to arrive at the index value for each district. The
 

results of the RTPC district identification process using the
 

original index are presented in Table 2.
 

A number of problems with the district identification index
 

have been noted by RUPS. First, the index may overemphasize the
 

underurbanisation component by making it count equally with
 

11 A standard score is defined as: actual variable value for
 

each district less the arithmetic mean of the variable across all
 
districts, normalised on the standard deviation for all
 
observations.
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1I71,7 2
 

District* Per Capita 
'ns 

Per Capita 
ArTriclture 

Pem,-i t 
-i E-- ti 

District ID 

& livcsto: 

Central Province 
Kiambu 
Kirinyaga 
Nuranga 
Nyaty1aiia 
Nyeri 

-0.37 
0.66 

-0.58 
2.28 
0.39 

2.33 
1.37 
1.15 

-0.51 
0.98 

-0.02 
-0.64 
-0.76 
-0.27 
0.07 

2.01 
3.31 
2.08 
2.30 
1.24 

Coast Province 
Kilifi 
Kwi Ie 

-0.94 
0.30 

-0.87 
-0.79 

0.27 
-0.61 

-2.34 
0.73 

-0.94 -0.130 2.34 -6.42 

'a 
-c 

-ivei 
.a -0.16 

-0.94 
-0.88 
-0.7C, 

-0.24 
-0.10 

-0.56 
-2.50 

:-Astenl Pcvin,?e 
Enbu 
Kitui 
Machakos 
Meru 

0.49 
0.43 

-0.01 
0.01 

0.36 
-0.87 
-0.56 
0.10 

-0.18 
-0.86 
-0.48 
-0.29 

1.21 
1.28 
0.39 
0.68 

Nyanza Province 
Kisii 
Kisumu 
Siaya 
South Nyanza 

0.20 
-1.70 
-1.83 
-2.06 

-0.15 
-0.09 
-0.92 
-0.66 

-0.54 
2.35 

-0.96 
-0.77 

1.13 
-6.49 
-0.83 
-1.18 

Rift Valley Province 
Baringo 
Elgeyo Marakwet 
Kericho 
laikipia 
Nakuru 
Narxti 
Trans Nzoia 
Uasin Gishu 
West Pokot 

0.58 
-0.10 
1.72 
0.58 

-0.02 
1.88 
0.94 
0.50 

-0.10 

-0.80 
-0.63 
2.62 

-0.60 
0.20 
1.73 
0.50 
1.01 

-0.84 

0.06 
-1.11 
-0.58 
1.22 
2.85 
-.0.94 
0.29 
1.16 

-0.57 

-0.34 
1.49 
5.50 

-2.46 
-5.54 
5.49 
0.85 

-0.81 
0.22 
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TAIII 2- rIiz% 

St-a!oT nl2c~e 

District* Per capi-I, Per C, ta Pe.cent DjsItrct ID 
__v r , _ er_< c,-]tuU :,.ni .- ,t J n Tn ,c:.: 

Westcrn Pr-.,'ince 
B-IrgcrI 0.36 -0.34 -0.46 0.96 
BU sia -2.10 -0.77 0.34 -2.55 
Yakzawrrqa -0.51 -0.54 -0.59 0.13 

*Ibe ITW district identification index was not calculated for the fola,'inj 
districts because savings data from, the iounc-hold F idgcqt Survey aryd agricultural 
ary] livestock sales data from the various rarketirnj boards are not availaile for 
thenm: Isiolo arAKi:rsabit in Easteri Province; Garissa7, Wajir and ,-arIera in 
jrorjtj ester-n PrcxnR' ; ard bajialo, NaroL, S u;n, ar:] Tarhai3na in Rift. Vlle/ 

/'f,"C% . : ]]j ind W.7 not c;_¢fl2:rUc ¢,& for N, ]:sa- arid Nea'robJJr ]Pi] 4 h,< t l 

*lhc JirXcls are cz7lcalatI fr-m the foll.wing varial'es: Per Cpita Savirs, 
from stiv-mgs data in thie rural coooqncnt of the Central Bureau of Statistics 
HouscJhold_BF ]._tirvcy of 1931-22; Pe2r Capj Ita Agriculture and Liveztock, from 
sales recorded by mrketing bards; and Perce-nt Urb:anisation, from the 1979 
Census of Poul ion. Standard scores are calculated for each of the variables, 
and the rcJ;ulti .r)Joixes are aggrujated (with the percent urbonisation irfdex 
doubled") to arrive at the RITC district identification inJex. All index 
corronnts are expressed as standard scores ((actual value for district i ­
arithmetic mean of values across all districts)/(standard deviation of values 
across all districts)).
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agricultural production/surplus. This has resulted Tn a
 

situation in which it is possible for a high decree of
 

underurbanisation, which counts positively in the index, to
 

largely offset the effects of very lo., agricultural
 

production/savings, which counts negatively in the index. If the
 

underurbanisation component of the index had not been doubled,
 

two of the first-round RTPC districts would not have been
 

included until later rounds: Kitui would have been outscored by 

Embu in Eastern Province, and Trans-Nzoia would have outscored 

Elgeyo-Marakwet in northern Rift Valley Province. Kitui actually 

had a high negative score on the production/savings variable, but 

the fact that it is so highly underurbanised more than offsets 

this. sc'eres of twv other tirst-round RTPC districts, Kwale 

arh 1 > c ;rKwct, an'. one seconu-iounQ Gic:tl ct, Li "., \ee 

also significant2y bolstered by their high degree of 

underurbanisation.
 

The other side of this problem is that several districts
 

that score very high on agricultural/livestock production are
 

relegated to the lower end of the RTPC district priority list
 

because they have a large urban centre. Examples of this
 

situation include Nyeri, Nakuru, and Uasin Gishu, which
 

respectively have the large towns of Nyeri, Nakuru, and Eldoret
 

within their jurisdictions. Unless all or most of the residents
 

of a high-potential district have good access to the large urban
 

centre that eliminates their district from consideration as an
 

RTPC, it does not seem to be desirable that the district's
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eligibility to participate in the 
TPC programe should be
 

Jenali,,ed. 

In short, the present district identification index 
virtually guarantees that a highly underurbanised district will
 
be selected in the early rounds of the RTP1C Programmc, even if it
has very low agricultural and livestock production. Furthermore,
 
the index effectively disqualifies districts with a single large

urban centre from early selection even if they are very 
productive districts with significant unexploited agricultural
 
and livestock potential. 
 Only two of the first-round RTPC
 
districts (Kirinyaga and Kericho) and two of the second-round
 
districts 
 ('andi and Nyandarua) score well into the desired
 
ranger; on both parts 
of the index, i.e., relatively low
 
urbanisation and high production/savings. 

In addition to the issue of balancing the effects of
 
production/savings and urbanisation, a number of other problems
complicate the interpretation of the RTPC district identification
 
index. First, not all 
districts were 
included in the Eousehold
 
Budqet Survey from which the small-holder savings figures were
 
taken. 
 Certain semi-arid northern and eastern districts, which 
are in 
some cases populated largely by nomadic herders, were not
 
covered in the survey, so 
that their savings figures available
 
for the calculation of the RTPC index are 
in effect zero. 
 It can
 
be argued that zero may be a nearly appropriate measure of
 
savings in a formal economic sense. 
 Few of the pastoralists in

certain ASAL areas are heavily involved in the formal sector, 
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most are not likely to have much use for significant amounts of
 

Yenyan currency, and a high percentage probably lead a 

subsistence existence. Nevertheless, there is clearly
 

significant wealth in these areas in the form of livestock, and
 

it is not satisfying to have it entirely excluded from the
 

measure of production/savings.
 

Even in those districts for which it is available, the
 

savings data extracted from the Household Budget Survey cover
 

only the rural areas, although these rural savings data do
 

include remittances from urban areas. The urban component of the
 

survey was not included in the RTPC index calculation. A recent
 

studJy of rurL 1-urLan dynamics in the Xutus RTPC (Kirinyaga
 

District, Central Province) demonstrated that a sirinificant 

portion ci income generated in the urban areas is investc:d in 

12
productive activities in the rural areas. The existing level
 

of this transfer of funds is accounted for, at least to some
 

extent, by the inclusion of urban remittances in the rural
 

savings data. Additional funds taken from urban savings,
 

however, might be channelled outside of the major urban areas if
 

an economic environment is created in small urban centres such
 

that investors believe it is profitable to invest in them. Thus,
 

the availability of a district surplus for expanding income­

generating activities in rural areas and their small urban
 

centres may be somewhat underestimated because the urban
 

component of the Household Budget Survey was not considered.
 

1 2Bendavid-Val, et. al. (1988).
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Another problem with the measure of productio1/fsurp1us
 
rovolve. around the 
 use of only central]'.', marketed argricultul .;I 

d livestock sales in the calculatioll of thu production
 
component of the data. Sales to markcting boards is crtainly 
 a 

reasor,able measure of surplus in a significant number of
 
districts, 
 where it accounts for a majority of the agricultural 
component of Gross District Product. 1 3 The measure, however,
 
does not substantially 
reflect the value of economic activity in 
the local agricultural and livestock sectors in some disricts. 
One need only look theat data for Nyan.a and ;',estern Provinces, 
for example, to see that they would appear to be highly
 
unproductive agricultural districts if 
one relied only on sales
 
information from marketing boards. Some of the most arid 
districts in Kenya have substantial livestock production, and 
a
 
few, even have so-re pockets of agricultural production, as MPND
 
officers have seen clearly in the Rhamu RTPC (Mandera District,
 

Northeastern Province).
 

The use of sales to marketing board data biases the -district
 
identification index towards those districts that specialize in
 
the production of major cash crops marketed through the boards.
 
This is clear when one observes that the highest scoring
 
districts by a wide margin in the overall index are major
 
producers of coffee and tea, such as Kericho, Nandi, Kirinyaga,
 

13Agricultural and livestock production sold through the
marketing boards in the aggregate generally accounts for more
than 80 percent of the agricultural and livestock component of
Cross National Product.
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Muranga, Kiambu, Nyeri, etc. Only a f.w outsiders break into
 

the top of the lineup (e.g., Kitui and !lgeyo Yarakwet) because 

of their unusually high degree of underurban:satiorn. 

Furthermore, a significant percentage of centrally marketed 

agricultural output is produced by small holders in some 

districts, leading to an element of double-counting in the 

overall measure of production/savings. Finally, the marketing 

organizations rarely do business in some of the northern and 

eastern ASAL districts. 14 There is little agriculture in much of 

these semi-arid areas, so that the agricultural marketing groups 

have no occasion to do business here. Livestock-related 

organizations, such as the Kenya Cooperative Creameries and the 

Nenyp MHeat Connis ion, also do not have much to do with these 

6estric ts, -Zirts of which are hieh-potential :vert~c: areas.1 5 

The final issue to be raised aLout the district selection 

index is its focus on agricultural/livestock production, rather
 

than unexploited potential. By concentrating on the former, RUPS
 

may be, at least to some extent, targeting areas to participate
 

in the RTPC programme that are already practicing relatively more
 

productive husbandry techniques and producing at levels closer to
 

their capacity. The logic of the rural-urban balance strategy
 

14The district identification index was not calculated for
 
those districts for which no savings data from the Household
 
Budget Survey and no data on sales to the marketing boards exist.
 

1 5Livestock from distant districts is sometimes moved before
 
sale to the Kenya Meat Commission. These sales are not credited
 
to the district from which the livestock originated, but rather
 
to the district where the sale took place.
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sugqc-ts that more emphasis should be placed on struatng the 
areas that have hjghI agricultural I-,ote.tJa, Yt have owcr 

yields and less productive crop mixes. The most significant 

production and employment gains might be e>pected in such areias. 

it should be noted that the need to sele-t one district from 

each province and some of the biases generated by the current 

index have, at least to some extent, offset sore of the district 

identification problems discussed above. For example, some ASAL 

districts with good livestock potential, such as ]wale and 

Mandera, are being included in the programme despite their low
 

RTPC district indexes relative to those districts scoring highest 

nationally. in aJdition, several high potential/low procuclivity 

districts, such as Kisii ard Elgeyo M rakwet, arc also being 

given the opportunity to participate in the programme.
 

Refining the RTPC District Identification Index 

Given the above problems with the RTPC district
 

identification index, RUPS was faced with the issue of whether
 

and how to improve it for future rounds of the programme. The
 

immediate concern during the 1988-89 financial year was how to
 

revise this index for the second round of RTPCs. The obvious
 

option was simply to use the existing index. Given time and data
 

constraints, this was not considered to be an entirely 

unreasonable way to proceed, despite the obvious problems with
 

the index. It was decided, however, that even if RUPS continued 

to use the existing index, it would be appropriate to consider
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elimiratingj tile step of doublir.g the undcrurbanisat-ion 

component. This component seen 7;:-ortantmay be as less thanr 

agriculturil and livestock production/potential because it is 

possible to justify the need for additional effective riarket 

centres even in most districts where a major urban centre already
 

exists.
 

The other option was to make one or more significant
 

modifications in the district identification index. Three
 

possibilities were considered. 
First, including a measure of
 

urban savings in the districts would improve the degree to which
 

district surplus funds available for development were explicitly
 

considered. If the urban savings data used are net of
 

remitt~r:c~e: 
to ural areas, the problem of double-counting would 

bo r.ini:t.ize{5. 'nforturate~y, it was discovered that 6isJ, t-c 

savings datai fron the c'rcn rortiaon of the CBS }iou eho;d Ludget 

Survey of 1981-82 would not be available in sufficient time to be
 

of use for selecting the second group of RTPC districts.
 

Second, one major concern with the original index was that
 

it looked only at agricultural sales to marketing boards, and not
 

total agricultural production. 
RUPS officers collected data from
 

the Ministry of Agriculture and the Ministry of Livestock
 

Development on total agricultural and livestock production for a
 

sample province (Nyanza) to discern their reliability and their
 

impact on the district prioritisation within provinces. 16 It was
 

16There are conflicting reports about district-level
 
agricultural and livestock production data, ranging from opinions

claiming-their general acceptability to opinions condemning them
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reluctantly decided that these data could not I-e. uf:cd for the
 

socond round RTPC
of selection. Although it clear thewajs thjat 


use of these data could the
affect prioritisation of districts 

within certain provinces, there are sonc problems with the data 

which require a major effort to clean up. Furthermore, the
 

procesf; of collecting and analyzing the data for all 
provinces
 

would have been too time-consuming given limited staff and the 

need to proceed as rapidly as possible with the second group ol
 

RTPCs. 

A further refinement considered by RUPS was to use the Farm 

Managcement llandhool: to estimate potential agricultural 
production for each district. By comparing this to existing 

production, it would have been, possible to aet a letter sense of 

unexploited p-otenti.-. There wcrc cor,cerns aroi U of :i ccrs, 

however, that the decisions made regarding the optimal mix of 

crops might be open to question. It wa:; decided that, at least 

for the second round of RTPCs, this exercise would be
 

unjustifiably time consuming, and that it may not sufficiently
 

affect district prioritisation within provinces to be worthwhile.
 

Selection of the Second Round of RTPC Districts
 

Because of the staff, time, data, and resource limitations
 

discussed above, it was decided essentially to use the original
 

RTPC district identification index for the second round of RTPCs.
 

as useless or fictional. 
 This issue requires further exploration
 

before a decision can be reached about whether to use the data.
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Using the sales to marketing boards and small-holder surplus data 

used for the first round the surplus ccmp-,onc-Lt ofas the district 

selection index was not expected to pose serious problems, except 

for the exclusion of several districts for which the relevant 

data do not exist. The value of cash crops marketed through 

boards, such as coffee and tea, 
is so high relative to the value
 

of other crops that the districts which produce cash crops would
 

continue to come out 
on top of the priority list even if
 

agricultural production sold independently of marketing boards
 

were included. The use of total agricultural and livestock 

production data, however, is expected to allow RUPS eventually to 

consider ali diitlicus and to change the district PTPC p. ority 

ranking r ailnfew provinces, p:,rticularly across cistr-cts 

wher:e cash crops are not widely grown. Thus, it was decided to 

continue to work on collecting and, where possible, improving the 

total agricultural and livestock production data for use in
 

subsequent rounds of RTPC district selection.
 

Questions remained among MPND officers regarding the
 

doubling of the underurbanisation component of the original
 

district identification index, and there were suggestions that
 

this measure did not fully capture the degree of
 

underurbanisation. Some changes were made in the index
 

calculations to see how sensitive the index results are to
 

alternative measures of underurbanisation/service accessibiliLy.
 

RUPS experimented with six variations on the district
 

identification index used to select the first group of RTPCs.
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cco yj,onc.t1 . 1) 
of th esc alternative indexe-, ha:' two 	 t 7. 

Fah 

i n( boa-d i':.a] -t, c :-urp1uzp co;,.pan.:t; :,;
!.(I 	 I . t, raI- t 

componert related to urbanisatioI,/ac,-:uacy01 access t: urb;:a 

the original index, cach coI-,o:,entservices. As with 	 as 
of the components are

e:pressed as a standard store. All 

fairly crude, and there are clearly identifiable problcs with 

each ; nc.vc.rthc.le'-. , the vari at ,r, Y: o rort aas o;, ;,..'h to 

understand the e:.tent of t.et.rr 

problems I cing d6talt with. qjhe si: types of component 2 are as 

fo] lows: 

I.."
 
, " ; ,:. ",..percriticl of urL a;. t*f ;teup; 	 o 

ri.Js* Cotu::ttan th] .
degiree 0f uraderuabanrisat1o,0 I.: d 

u. pa a t, a'tsn of
componcrnt onl]y once changes 'the 

'erQymv c-arc\inetn-.are tco thc douubleddi ,tri cts wi thi n sc !c 


in the first round.
index used 

is 	 that vi rtual1ly all2) P]qr-;u]tion: Thle idea hcere 
that at abu,]t beundcerurbar ased anddistricts in Kenya[ are 

desirable to aim at urbanising the high population districts 

have one or more viable urbanfirst, even if they already 

centre_
 

The notion here is that the more
3) P0opula]tion_Densi'ty: 

densely populated districts should receive primary 

of
the greatest concentrationattention because they require 

service provision capacity.
 

value for district i ­
l 7 This is defined as: (actual 

of values across all districts)/(standard
arithmetic mean 

all districts).
deviation of values across 


of the alternative measures13 ~wdat P. missing from all is a 

and density vary wi:tinj each
clear indication of how population 

inf satio: as rnccssary to be able to rY ,,e 

popul ation of particular 
distict..... 


better j udgements about whether tic: 
to urban ccrntrcs.districts lacks access 
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4) Popu__ion Per Urban Area jdc-f iri- af_: distric t 
r - ff ImVrrrtat , ­i / 2 r:,tC 

anO:X2j't(5) : ']~: 1,,ei sui e cr'uacl y suc;;L.,L:; tli' It2.acr of 

people beinq servced per urban aret jn the di strict. 'he 
hahcr the nur her, the greater the presunmed need for 
additional viabe urban centres. 1 9 

5) Popjulat ion Per Adjust-ed I-ban Are,: This is calculate] 
as in (4), but the urban areas are w.eighted by size. The 
larger urban arc-a; are weighted more heavily on the 
presumption that they serve a larger hinterland. Again, the 
idea is that the more people being served per urbarl arec, 
the greater the need for building up additional urban 
centres.
 

6) Density/Urban Area: This variable looks at the
 
population density of a district relative to the number of
 
urban areas available to serve the district. The higher the
 
value of this variable (i.e., the greater the density
 
relative to the number of urban areas), the greater may be
 
the need for additional urban centres.
 

-, .eI varat ion- on t'e.ur1:anisation/servc. aCr-,-ibility 

CoT 3nrCnT, of t,1( 1-TIC is:rict clectaon id. . ­

difcren-', reult-s, but in rost provinces, the .rc districts come 

out as the top several priorities. This suggested that RUPS
 

officers would be able to choose the second round of RTPC
 

districts knowing that they could, in most cases, easily justify
 

their selection. In a few cases, the use of the different
 

components does greatly shift priority districts within
 

provinces. A summary of the selection process for each province
 

follows, taking into account the various effects of using
 

alternative measures of underurbanisation/service accessibility.
 

The full results are presented in Table 3.
 

19The population figure of 2,000 is used because it is the
 

Government of Kenya's official definition of an urban area.
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TI7,LE 3 
Alternative I I Di_-trI,.I_: ]dcOLMtifntion ]rn :-.; 

St,rin Soc,7ff*A 

tJ* _!] A.I tl Al t2 Al t3 Al t,' Al t5 A] t6 

Central Iro 'ince 
K F J)1] 1.98 1.83 3.22 3.95 2.27 1.93 

1"iriny'aga 2.67 1.39 2.72 3.10 2.26 1.95 
Mrn-ja 1.33 1.43 1.70 2.38 1.75 2.95 
Ny rfana 2.03 1.94 1.23 .46 1.96 1.86 
"Yeri 1.31 1.14 1.79 1.91 1.36 1.14 

Cu3st Province 
Ii]Iifi -2.O -2.37 -1.56 -2.41 -2.38 -2.23 

I - 0.12 -0.82 -0.7' -1.09 -0.9s -0.06 
-4.07 -2.80 -2.91 -2.61 -2.2( -2.61 

i:a " -T%vota 
' }kivir 

-0.Cu 
-1.60 

-1.38 
-2.24 

-1.EZ 
-2.66 

-1.91 
-2.63 

-i.61 
-2.25 

-2.26 
-16: 

Eastern Prwince 
Eibu 1.03 1.33 0.50 0.92 1.56 1.20 
Kitui 0.42 -0.25 -0.11 -1.24 -1.02 0.85 
Michakos -0.09 -0.16 1.98 -0.77 -1.00 0.17 

Meru 0.40 1.47 1.84 0.01 0.00 0.76 

Nyanza Province 
Kisii 0.59 3.97 1.76 2.94 4.56 1.11 
Yisurr -4.14 -1.66 -1.53 -0.61 -1.03 -2.35 
Siaya -1.80 -1.25 -2.49 -1.94 -1.04 0.70 
Southi Nyanza -1.95 -2.38 -1.28 -2.33 -2.80 -1.84 

Rift Valley Province 
BariYjo -0.28 -1.15 -0.88 -0.98 -0.84 -0.79 
Elgeyo Marakwet 0.39 -1.24 -1.67 -1.17 -0.72 -0.61 

" ' Kericho 4.93 4.39 5.27 4.99 4.38 4.8. 

Laikipia -1.24 -0.17 -0.74 -0.F0 -0.46 
Njku u -2.68 -0.42 1.12 0.31 -0.27 -0.49 
1,I- 4.55 4.29 3.38 3.79 4.46 5.69 
Trans Nzoia 2.25 2.33 1.34 2.16 3.02 2.13 
Ua,<in Gishu 0.35 2.32 1.36 1.54 2.16 1.29 
West Pokot -0.36 -1.54 -1.56 -1.67 -1.47 -0.97 
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VIOYLL 3 - cmnti-rucl 

I)strict* Alti A]t2 A]t3 Alt5A]t4 Alt6 

V'Qstenm Province 
"k'BlUgoI, 0.49 -0.12 0.61 0.81 0.12 0.31
 
Busia -2.20 -1.14 -2.07 0.11-0.85 -2.12 
Kakamega -0.45 0.83 1.30 0.91 0.24 -0.06 

*he alternative RITPC district identification indexes were not calculatcd for the
following districts because savings data from the liousehold Bdqet Sir'ey an]
agricultural an] livestock notsales data from the various marketing boar-s are
available for thc.: Isiolo and Marsabit in Eastern Province; Garir-,a, Wajir and]
".'r""-: in ;uie::s: 'rcir.:.. adi }t iaLJ, NZArok, Sa:Dur, l Turka 
P].:-;, t'v ini_: was not con tisU &l for I'-c& an]

2: irbi -. aur:, vem-,, c:c u ,;-- frc,. - '"...to, in the RT <C:]ro. .::- c.ic to 

i) e~~~~1 u";_2;-,i.-Otin,' thr" 1---c-.: to* ;-1]flfl si'. a-.: ~t~r ]\Ve 4r~1c:,:e_' eac . h iarc;o t .'_ c.-.:nc-nts: J) the r a]oc to n:t ig 

boards/sma] I-holder surplus c7iponent; and 2) a coroncnt related to 
urbanisation/adequacy of access to urban services. The latter component is
measurod for dtl through Alt6 by six different mcasures: 1) Te sane 
underuft-bnisation corpYoncnt used in the original index (see Table 2), but without
doubling; 2) population per urban area (defined as: district population/nuInbr of
urban areas with a population greater than 2000); 3) population; 4) population
density; 5) density/urban area; and, 6) population per adjusted urban area (this
is calculated as in (2), but the urban areas are weighted by size, with larger
urban areas weighted more heavily on the presuTption that they serve a larger
hinterland). The justification for loodng at each of these alternatives is found 
in the text of this paper. All index conponents are expressed as standard scores 
((actual value for district i - aritn, etic rean of values across all 
districts)/(standard deviation of values across all districts)). 
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Central Province 

Tf,' Central Province RTJ'C district ra:,ing-; are higlly 

sensitive to the alternative def nitions of the 

urhanisntion/service accessibility conpcnent of the district 

selection index. A diff(rent priorit.isa-io:, results from eachi of 

the alternatives. The si zc and density of population in ]Yia;:.bu 

and Kirinyag:i istricts favors them when using alternatives which 

incorporate those varialles. On the other and, Nyandarua i,-,2 

far the moE-', highly uiidcrurbanised district in the Province, both 
in tcrms of num:ber of urban areas and r¢.'.cen-ac' of population 

living in urbain areas. Furthermore, the small-holder surplus is 

,very hin'. iuigest;i:yano]uL. sgnificamt unrealizedm , 

pC'tentia], mst I i e -e15; v 4t-_sc:: productic:. 1'oth t. 

original district selection index and two of the six alternative 

formulations place yandarua first or second on the priority 

list. Given how well it fits in with the goals of the RTPC 

programme, it was recommended that Nyandarua be the Central 

Province district for the second round of the RTPC programme.
 

Coast Province 

Kwale district, which is in the first group of RTPC 

districts, is ranked number one by all variations of the RTPC
 

district selection index, largely because of its
 

underurbanisation and relatively high level of per capita
 

savings. Taita-laveta district receives the second highest score
 

in the original index and five of the six alternative indexes. 
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Certain districts, such as Kilifi, have high populations and
 

unexploited potential, but have a larger number of urLan centres 

and/or a higher percent of their population living in urban 

areas, which reduces theii standing in the indexes. Although 

arguments could be made for other districts, it was deemed 

reasonable to nominate Taita-Taveta as the second-round RTPC
 

district in Coast Province.
 

Eastern Province
 

Kitui District, the current RTPC district in Eastern
 

Province, scores low on all alternative indexes except the first
 

one. As sucgested earlier, Kitui was selected onl)y because its 

Lich denrcc: of underurbrn~saticn cverwhelmcd 4 . a ( 

agr cu'tural productivity in the origina. index. Emb District 

scores second in the original index and one of the alternative
 

formulations and first in four of the alternative formulations.
 

This district is underurbanized and has significant agricultural
 

potential. It was deemed easily justifiable to nominate Embu as
 

the second-round Eastern Province RTPC district.
 

Northeastern Province
 

Some of the key data required to construct the RTPC district
 

selection indexes for Northeastern Province are not available, so
 

that the indexes are not very useful in this case. 
 Even where
 

alternative indexes could be constructed, it is not clear that
 

they are very meaningful without some formal measure of
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productioni or surplus. L.ese are not ajricultural districts, an., 

ro-t of t h., 1 i vestoc. i produced by I-:.''Jic pstor1 ists . I, 

os.t c as,<, the ranhings fror availal c data Ior the threc. 

';o-ytheatcrn districts are clustered closely togethCer. M.fldc2-d 

is the fiist-round RTPC district in Northeastern Province, anti it 

seems to have been selected arbitrarily. II did not seen to r:re 

too much difference whether the no:: diEstrict selected was 1,;ajir 

or GariEssa. Vajir was- considere) to be a more easily det ensi le 

choice because its greater remoteness means that it is qenc rally 

more neglected by donors than Garissa and that its few towns arc 

generally less deve loped. 

J.-isii District, which js developing a flrLt-round RP'!'C in 

Suneka, ranks nur ber one in the priority listings generated by 

the original RTPC district selection index and all six of its 

alternative form.ations. The district order of priority, 

however, is much less clear beyond this point. Siaya scores
 

second in the original index and three of the six alternative
 

formulations, largely because of its high degree of
 

underurbanisation. With respect to the current agricultural
 

sales to marketing boards, it is fairly comparable to Kisumu and
 

South Nyanza. If, however, one were to look at the total
 

agricultural and livestock production data that RUPS is not using
 

because of an inability to produce it quickly and accurately for
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all provinces, South Nyanza significantly outscores Siaya. 2 0 One
 

might also argue that Siaya District is the beneficiary of
 

substantial project funding from IFAD, while South Nyanza is not
 

receiving such significant donor funds.
 

These issues made RUPS officers somewhat uncomfortable with
 

Siaya being chosen above South Nyanza, gjiven the latter's clearly
 

greater agricultural productivity. On the other hand, there was
 

concern that if certain data were used as part of the decision­

making process for one province and not for others, and if RUPS 

officers begin making judgements that cannot be justified on the 

basis of the standard index they are trying to institutionalize, 

!--CT; ,wo-fid be open to criticstr , and atterpts to be as 

"abj-;C~Je" a$ possible a:d z,. avo. d decisions basej lar-cly on 

political considerations might be undermined. It was thus
 

decided to follow the index results and select Siaya as the
 

second-round RTPC district in Nyanza Province. One could argue
 

that the district not selected this year will be selected next
 

year, and that it doesn't really make much difference which one
 

was chosen.
 

Rift Valley Province
 

Because of the size and diverse agroecological composition
 

of Rift Valley Province, it would be useful to apply a much more
 

highly refined index in future rounds of RTPC district selection
 

201n 1985, the value of per capita total agricultural and
 
livestock production was estimated to be Ksh. 901 in South Nyanza
 
versus Ksh. 719 in Siaya.
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to avoid arbitrary resE]ts. It was, however, quite easy to
 
justify r: :,] stior of : nd andJ r s-I;:oi a :3, :;tr~ ts U: tL,. 

-:.1-roun Valley I'rovin-c 

con)sist .ty ~scor well above their nearest competitors Jn bcth 

the oiigrinal index ai d t-i1 six alternative formulations of it 

because of their high economic potential and significant 

underurbarnisation. The prioritisation list, however, varies 

significantly across alternative formulations in its lower range. 

Thus, it is imperativ.e that PUPS collect agricultural and 

livestoOk production data for future rounds of the district
 

twa S I ITCdi stricts fro,, 1f t 'U CV 

selection process in this province. 

The first-round RTPC district in Western Province is 

Bungoma, which scores first in the original inde>: and two of the 

alternative formulations. Kakanega scores second in the
 

original index and two of the alternative formulations, and first
 

in four of the alternative formulations. The only other district
 

in the province is Busia, which is both highly urbanised and
 

scores poorly on the production/savings component of the index.
 

Thus, it was not difficult to justify Kakamega as the second­

round RTPC district for Western Province.
 

The Future of the RTPC District Identification Index
 

It is clear from the preceding discussion that the
 

identificatior, of districts to -articipatein the RTPC programme 

32
 



can be a confusing exercise given the unavailability of adcqte
 

data to measure what :-hould ideally Le r,easured. Givcn d 

resource constraint!-, it is not going to be possible to c.,ntrct 

a high quality index that unambiguously identifies the best 

possible prioritisation of districts for inclusion in the RTPC 

programme. One might even argue that, as selection begins on the 

third round of RTPCs, host districts in the country will have 

benefitted from RTPC funds within a few more years. This 

suggests that it is not worthwhile to invest a great deal of time
 

and effort in improving the district identification index, and
 

that efforts should instead be concentrated on selecting urban
 

centres where RTPC interventions are likely to be most effective 

and designing better ETPC invemTi-cnt packages. Whic t-> is 

true, it is possible to improve the district identification index 

without undue effort, and this task will also serve the purpose
 

of collecting certain district-level data that MPND will find
 

useful for other planning purposes.
 

The urban component of the Household Budget Survey of 1981­

82 is expected to be out in time to include urban savings data in
 

the measure of district surplus for the third round of RTPCs. 
As
 

argued earlier, if RTPCs make the investment climate in certain
 

areas of the district particularly attractive, additional urban
 

savings may be drawn away from alternative investments in larger
 

urban centres. These savings data would certainly be worth
 

collecting and incorporating into the index.
 

It would also be appropriate to continue collecting and
 

33 



agricultural and livestock production 

data, an exercise currently being pursued 1,y the District Suport 

Section (DSS) of RPD as part of the broader tas of compiling a 

improving district-level 

district-level database for use in future district planning 

efforts. Even if thsc t.otal -'roiuction data are used to
 

replace the marketing board data in the RqPC district
 

identification index, the major cash-crop-producing districts
 

will ccntinue to come out on top nationally. However, it 
see.s
 

very likely that use of the more comprehensive data could change
 

in 
some provinces the relative rankings of districts, raising the 

score of those that are oriented towards the production of 

locall, rarkctcd food c rc -. 

ore ..c er i., should be given tc. thc i::.sue of the 

importance of actual production %ersus unexploited potential in 

nominating districts to participate in the RTPC programme. If 

total agricultural production data are compiled for. use in future 

rounds of the index and sufficient manpower can be tapped in RPD,
 

it may be worth using the data contained in the Farm Management
 

Handbook to identify those districts where there is significant
 

unexploited potential. 
 As noted earlier, however, it is not
 

clear that the optimal mix of crops reflected in the handbook
 

data are unambiguously superior to other possible production
 

mixes.
 

An additional consideration for district selection, 
even if
 

less formally applied than the data incorporated into the
 

district identification index, is the viability of local
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authorities that are likely to have a role to play in the succc:,s 

of the L]TPC programme. After con.truction, msr.,' type,, c: I''C 

projects are expecte3 to be taken over by local authorities, 

generally county councils, which would be responsible for 

operating the facilities and meeting recurrent costs. Poor
 

management and a lack of resources to operate completed 

development projects have historically been significant problems
 

in Kenya. Although local authority viability need not figure
 

into the index in a major way, it would seem reasonable that, all 

other things being equal, those districts having local 

authorities capable of effectively managing completed RTPC 

projects should be given preference. A simple index could be 

constrl'r-ted con:isting of information on the local authority's 

budget s.-r-, is/deficit, overall debt position, and dcci-ce of 

success with profitably running fee-for-service activities. 

A new census of population is to be conducted in Kenya in 

August 1989. It would be interesting to use the data collected
 

in this census to calculate new urbanisation indexes for the RTPC
 

district identification process. Although these data may become
 

available too late to be of much help in selecting districts,
 

they will shed some light on decisions made using the 1979
 

population data and will certainly be useful in selecting future
 

centres to benefit from RTPC investments.
 

A final issue regarding district identification for the
 

RTPC programme is how the programme will proceed after some 

provinces have an RTPC in each district while others do not.
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Several provinces, such as Northeastern, ',estcrn, and Nyanza, 

have c-ily three or four districts within thr-ir jurisdiction, 

while Rift Valley has thirteen. Even given the fact that two 

districts per year are being taken from Rift Valley, all 

districts in the smaller provinces will have benefitted from the 

RTPC programme by the third or fourth round, while Rift Valley 

and several other provinces will have a number of districts yet 

to benefit. MPI'D must decide if some districts in the snaller 

provinces will be allowed to have second RTPCs before certain 

districts in the larger provinces have had any. 

Seec-tion Critpria for PTPC; Sitef: Within Dirtricts 

As was thc case with the F.TFC district idcntificaticn index, 

the criteria used to select a short list of candidate centres in
 

each district had to be developed very rapidly when the programme
 

was suddenly announced in 1987. Consultation with RUPS staff on
 

relevant policy considerations and discussions with DDFS staff
 

about problems they have encountered in the field with first­

round RTPCs suggest some issues to consider regarding revision of
 

the criteria for RTPC site selection.
 

Although RUPS and DDFS have long had a number of
 

recommendations about RTPC site selection criteria, there was not
 

sufficient time for most of these recommendations to be acted
 

upon for identifying RTPC candidates in the second group of
 

districts participating in the programme. As noted earlier,
 

during the past two years, RUPS and DDFS have been preoccupied
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with implementation issues and did not allocate enough tire to 

revise the selection criteria to the e>:tcnt that would have Lccn 

desirable. Thus, for the most part, the PTPC site selection 

criteria that were used for the first round have also been used 

for the second round. There are, however, some revisions that 

could be incorporated into the process for future rounds of the 

programme. These require further consideration. 

Revision of Original RTPC Site Selection Criteria 

This section reviews the original RTPC site selection 

criteria and sets forth recommendations for how each criterion 

might Ihc reviscd for future rcunL. of th TIC 2 Trogramm.e 

suggestc criteria modi.ficatiofns nec 2 nct nccessarily be adopted, 

but the tensitivity of the overall index to using them could le 

tested without significant effort provided that the required data 

are collected.
 

Size of Centre/Number of RTPC Candidates Per District
 

The size of centre issue has been a contentious one for the
 

RTPC Programme, particularly because USAID, the initial donor to
 

DDF, was critical of the exclusive focus on towns with a
 

population of less than 5,000.22 Representatives of USAID have
 

21Details of the RTPC site selection criteria are provided
 
in RPD Technical Report No. 2 of 1987, and examples of their
 
application to specific districts are presented in RPD Technical
 
Reports Nos. 3 and 4 of 1987.
 

22Sess onal Paper No. 1 of 1986 also suggests a minimum
 

population limit of 2,000 for RTPCs. There were only 45 centres
 

37
 

http:5,000.22


argued that the potential for job creation is greater in larger 

to.'ns, and that, at the very least, differcnt z-ze to.v s'hould 

be experimented with instead of focusing only on very snall 

towns. 

in spite of the criticisms, MPND--for several reasons-­

intends to maintain the current size-of-centre criterion, at 

least for the tire being. First, althouqh the proposition that 

larger towns have greater employment creation potential nay be 

true, there are other programmes which currently deal with or 

propose to deal with infrastructural development in larger towns. 

The proposed USAID Kenya Marketing Development Programme (K'DP), 

which has sore of thE same rural-urban balance objectives of the 

1~s s likely to focus on townsr 
 larger a--i urb--an 

infrastructure compcnent is introduced at some point in the 

future. 
The First, Second, and Third World Bank-Financed Urban
 

Projects and the USAID/RHUDO-Financed Small Towns Development
 

Programme have also focused on 
larger cities and towns, and
 

followup projects are likely to do so as 
well.
 

Second, one important purpose of the RTPC programme is to
 

create viable urban centres in underurbanized districts. Some
 

of this size reported in the 1979 Census, leaving many districts
without a single eligible RTPC candidate and other districts with
 as many as five candidates. 
For this reason and because RUPS
officers noted during their fieldwork that many centres with a
population of less than 2,000 are economically active and

growing, the minimum population requirement was dropped. 
RTPC

eligibility is 
instead based on district assessment of a
reasonable minimum size. 
 It should also be noted that district

headquarters, regardless of population, are excluded 
from
 
consideration for RTPC funding. 
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districts or parts of districts have few or no active urban
 

centres of even moderate fize, anu MPND believes that it sI---Lu'I 

be trying to create urban centres and stimulate their gro;th in 

these areas. This requires focusing on smaller towns, and there 

have historically been no programes that do so. 

Third, the candidate town populations used in the RTPC
 

selection process are those reported in the 1979 Census, so t,;at
 

the RTPC programme is really getting a broader spectrum of small
 

towns than it might appear at first glance. Those tcwns which 

had a population of 2,000 in 1979 may now have a population of 

only 4,000 or 5,000, but towns which had a population of nearly 

!,0uC ii.l7, may new have a population of 6,000, 10,000, or even 

Vith respect to the number of RTPC centres considered during 

RUPS fieldwork in a particular district, RUPS intends to keep the 

original methodology, which relates the number of centres 

considered to the population of a district.2 3 The identification
 

of centres to be considered for the RTPC short list, however,
 

must be done more carefully as RUPS officers conduct the
 

fieldwork for future rounds of the programme. During the first
 

round of RTPC site selection, RUPS ran into a number of problems
 

because important economic centres, such as Kapsowar in Elgeyo
 

2 3The number of centres considered as possible RTPCs in a
 
given district is determined by the population of that district
 
as reported in the 1979 Census divided by 40,000 and rounded
 
down. The figure of 40,000 represents the estimated base
 
population to be served by a small town. A minimum of four
 
centres are considered in each participating district.
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.arakwot District, were excluded frc:, consideraticn as T C 

candidates.
 

Size of Market Area
 

RUPS plans to continue using the Thiessen polygon method as
 

a first step in identifying the r.arket area of FTPCs, as modified
 

24 
by taking into account geographical barriers. However, RUPS
 

must make greater efforts to discuss the issue of market area
 

with local officials when fieldwork is being conducted. In the
 

first round of RTPCs, RUPS relied almost exclusively on the
 

Thiessen polygons and did not take sufficient advantage of being 

( . ~f" i'. 
7F...'" '
i 

mai :et areas were misjudged, including one case in which the
 

eventual R.TPC in a particular district (Kapsowar in Elgeyo 

Marakwet) was actually included in the hinterland of a much less
 

economically active urban centre. Over the longer term, some
 

24The boundaries of a particular market area are ideally
 
defined by distance to the market centre, by physically and
 
socially constrained boundaries, and by the location of competing
 
market centres. Thiessen polygons are defined such that all
 
spaces within a given polygon are nearer to the centre of that
 
polygon than to any other centre, and they are drawn on maps in
 
such a way that their physical centres represent RTPC candidate
 
towns. Thiessen polygons assume an isotropic (featureless)
 
plain, so that their boundaries must be adjusted to reflect
 
transportation routes; physical barriers to movement such 
as 
rough terrain and bodies of water; the proximity of candidate 
centres to administrative (district) boundaries; and, social 
barriers such as ethnic composition, to the extent that such 
barriers are likely to affect trading patterns. After the market 
ar(a boundaries are drawn, disaggregate census data are used to 
assign E pop'ulation estimate to the market area of each RTPC 
candidate. 
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type ol. small-scale market survey of buyers and sellers would 

help RUPS to understand better wI,.re buyers and sellers origintcte 

from and how often they come to the RTI'C riarket. This might be 

developed as a followup to thc survey instrur.,cnts tested in the 

1988 study of rural-urban exchange in the Kutus RTPC (Kirinyaga 

2 5 
District, Central Province).


Agricultural and Livestock Productivity of the Market Area
 

This criterion requires refinement, but it is not clear that
 

the data needed to modify it will be available at any tire in the
 

near future. The current criterion is based on a survey of
 

(t-c DDO, the LjAO, and the CountY Clerk), who 

are ,.kei to dr. c ranking of agricultura! produstivity 

in p .rticular parts of a district relative to average per cz pita 

productivity in the entire district. Unfortunately, there are no
 

readily available agricultural and livestock production data that
 

are disaggregated by location within districts. Thus, even if
 

RPD succeeds in putting together a database on district
 

agricultural and livestock production, there may not be hard
 

information about the distribution of productive activity across
 

the district. This is an issue that might be raised with the
 

Ministry of Agriculture and the Ministry of Livestock
 

Development, with the hope that more highly disaggregated data
 

2 5This study (Bendavid-Val, et. al., 1988) conducted several
 

types of surveys in a first-round RTPC and its hinterland. Plans
 
are underway to streamline the methodology used and to collect
 
data that will help IPND identify better RTFC sites and
 
investment packages in the future.
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will be made available at so.e time in thc future.
 

Alternatively, the use 
of consultants to assemble such data
 

.iight be considered.
 
/ 

Agricultural Potential of Marketthe Area 

This criterion is calculated from the Farm Manaqerent
 

Handbook, which provides data on 
optimal agricultural yields for
 

,32 districts. The most recent available national average price
 

data by crop are used to value the optimal yields and thus put
 

agricultural potential 
in monetary terms. 
 There may be questions
 

rcr-arding t*hc ept .ri:ix 
 of crcpn used in the L>Thook, but
 

these -ic ire available and they at icz.sL provide some
 est da.tL 


tangible measure of potential for purposes of comparison. The
 

only suggestion fcr improving this criterion at the present time
 

is that, during their fieldwork to shortlist the RTPC candidates,
 

RUPS officers should collect local price information. Prices for
 

some crops can vary widely across and even within districts, so
 

that more highly disaggregated price date would yield more
 

accurate figures on the value of potential agricultural yields in
 

RTPC candidate areas.
 

Proximity of Competing Market Centres
 

Although the method by which market areas are defined should
 

ensure that RTPC candidates have a clear and unique market area,
 

there mEy be cases 
in which an RTPC candidate is close to a
 

competing market centre. 
The objective of the RTPC Programme is
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to provide well-serviced urban centres where none exist, not t:. 

compete with other viaLle market centre.s. Thus, the rule on 

competing market centres is that, in cases where two candidate 

centres receive approximately the sar.e rating in the RTPC indecx, 

that centre which is furthest away from a competing centre will 

receive priority. There is general agreement in RUPS that this 

is a sensible rule, and there are no recommendations for changing

I 

it.
 

Current Levels of Infrastructure in the Market Centre and
 

Its Narket Area
 

Infrastructure is a key link between urban centres and their
 

rural hinterlands, so that an adequate level of infrastructure is
 
essentil to meet the goals of rural-urban balance. The urbar 

infrastructure ccmponent of this criterion is based on a list of 

infrastructure facilities, the existence of which scores points
 

for an RTPC candidate. Certain types of essential
 

infrastructure, such as electricity and water, are assigned
 

higher point values than less important facilities, such as
 

busparks and slaughterhouses.
 

Because the RTPC programme is supposed to place priority on
 

those urban centres where only a few key infrastructure
 

facilities are missing, the index calculated from the total urban
 

infrastructure score favors urban centres that score in the
 

intermediate range, rather than those that have all or little
 

basic infrastructure. The urban infrastructure index also takes
 

account of some types of non-physical infrastructure important
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for eccnomic growth, such as credit institutions ant cooperative 

Socict ies. 

It is difficult to raise objections to this urban 

infrastructure index in principle, but it nasnot worked out so 

well in practice. MEany of the RTPCs selected in the first round 

had little infrastructure, and, as a result, needed project
 

packages which far exceeded the budget for a single RTPC. This
 

may have happened because other conponents of the overall RTPC
 

site selection index overwhelmed this particular component,
 

rather than because the criterion itself is poorly formulated. 

It is also possible, however, that the failure of the index to 

account for the adequacy of coverage and the currcnt ccndition of 

there is L functiciing water supply or coc-perative society in an 

RTPC candidate town, the full allocation of designated points are 

added to the RTPC candidate's score. There are cases of RTPC 

candidates in which a water supply or cooperative society exists, 

but serves only a small percentage of the need and/or does not 

always function properly. 

In spite of this, such an RTPC candidate has to date been
 

assigned the full allocation of points simply for having a water
 

system. RUPS should, therefore, consider methods of weighting
 

the score assigned on the basis of the adequacy of coverage and
 

reliability of operation of any type of infrastructure or service
 

included in the index. 
As future groups of RTPCs are selected, 

RUPS can, at a ,inimun, experiment with a weighting system to see 
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how sensitive the ranking of RTPC candidate sites is to this type
 

of manipulation of the index. 
 The District Infrastructure
 

Inventories currently being finalisud by RFiD nay provide seful
 

data on the condition and utilisation of infrastructure in IRTPC 

candidate towns.
 

Finding that many of the first-round RTPCs lack significant
 

basic infrastructure may, of course, reflect a situation in which
 
most urban centres that are otherwise eligible as RTPC candidates
 

lack most important infrastructure. If 
so, then a major
 

implementation problem exists. 
Options for dealing with this
 

situation would include raising the maximum level of funding
 

available for each RTPC either by reducing the number of RTPCs
 

funded at existing funding levels or 
increasing the pool 
of donor
 

funds; and, forlooking alternative sources to fund portions of 
iTPC investment packages. 26 
 The latter option has been pursued
 

in Kinango (Kwale District, Coast Province), a first-round RTPC
 
in which SIDA is providing a significant portion of the funding
 

for an augmentation of the town water supply planned under the
 

RTPC programme.
 

The rural infrastructure component of this criterion is
 
based exclusively on the mileage of all roads in the market area
 

of an RTPC candidate town relative to the size of the market
 

area. Although one could argue that roads are not the only
 

important type of rural infrastructure, they are the key type
 

2 6These various options and their merits and disadvantages
 
are discussed in Smoke 
(1989).
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(along with bridges) that link an urban centre to its 

agricultural hinterland. Other types of rurail infrastructurc 

that affect economic productivity, such as water supplies, are 

already in the realrn of other NPND development programmes, such 

as the Rural Development Fund and the EEC Microprojects. Thus, 

the only suggestion for improving this criterion is that the road 

mileage be calculated from the most recent district 

transportation maps available, which was not always the case for
 

the first and second rounds of the RTPC programme.
 

Current Levels of Economic Activity in the Market Centre and
 

Its Ylar}:ct Area
 

Thi, ".,crn 
 the cruCct an7 mot co:trcve2-nia of i of 

thL. o-ic. ina: ." site selection criteri.. 11c "Lr:)nom C 

Activity Metric Index" is calculated sirply by pacing eff the 

frontage metres of open businesses (formal and informal sector) 

in an RTPC candidate town. The ideal, of course, would be to 

conduct a survey of local businesses in order to get data on 

employees, sales, etc. In the short term, RUPS does not have the 

time or capacity to do this, although it might be developed as
 

part of the research efforts that are being planned to follow the
 

above-mentioned rural-urban dynamics study in Kutus.
 

For future rounds of RTPCs, the following improvements to
 

this index are recommended at a minimum. First, sufficient field
 

time should be planned to enable the collection of data on open
 

businesses on a market as well as a non-market day, so that it is
 

possible to construct an overall inCex based on the number of 
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per the difference in rwetrcs of open 

businesses between market and non-market days. Second, an 

attempt should e nade to estimate the nu-..er of people at th 

market on market versus non-&Larket d and the nul:ber of mrket 

market days week and 

days per week should be explicitly considered. Third, RUPS 

should experiment with a system of weights for different types of 

businesses, such a retail, wholesale, offices, lodgings, bars, 

production, etc. In some small centres, a significant portion of
 

businesses seem to be bars and restaurants, which should
 

presumably count 
for less in the index than trading and 

manufacturing activities. 

Although the suggested measures are still crude, these 

mode.: t improvements are probably the best that can be done in the 

shc > . t ~.ould asoc bL useful, however, to look into the
 

possibility of obtaining other data that help to measure economic
 

activity in RTPC candidate centres, such as real estate values,
 

local authority market revenues, and business and trading
 

licenses issued by local authorities.
 

District Priorities
 

In accordance with the District Focus for Rural Development,
 

the District Development Committees have the final say in
 

selecting RTPC sites and prioritising RTPC project packages. If,
 

however, the DDC selects an RTPC that was not on the short list
 

of towns generated by the other criteria above, they must be able
 

to justify to the satisfaction of RUPS and DDFS officers that
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their choice is coiisistent with the objectives and gujiceli;.c:s of 

the TPC P'rograrm.-e. A tow, should not be designated as ai WiAC
 

merely because the DDC wants it to be but there has
one, alrea3' 

been one case in the first round of RTPCs in which a district
 

convinced MP1M.) that a key market had
centre been overlooked in
 

constructing the short list. in this Elgeyo
case, 1arakwet DDC 

was ultimately allowed to select Kapsowar as 
their R1PC. 

In other cases, the DDC preferences for using RTPC funding 

did not meet programme guidelines. In Bungona District, for 

example, the DDC originally wanted to split their allocation of 

funding among several ccrtr(s. in Wajir District, there wcs a 

',:c. :-cn-:. ic,.v: i- - k '-,- fvr. :'i:. ,,' ~c'-..t ru _ v .cr~ j:.rc s in 

all of the RTPC candidate towns. In such cases, the DDCs were 

informed that they could only use the 
funds for the purposes
 

outlined in the programme guidelines. RUPS must be careful to
 

take district preferences into account, nut should not allow the
 

purpose of the RTPC programme to be undermined.
 

Suggestions for New RTPC Site Selection Criteria
 

On the basis of observations made during DDFS 
field trips to
 

current RTPCs, there are a few additional RTPC site selection
 

criteria which may help RUPS to avoid certain problems and
 

inadequacies that have been encountered in the first round.
 

These are: 1) land availability; 2) construction activity; and, 

3) linkages to larger urban centres. Each of these will be 

discussed briefly in turn.
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Land Availability
 

In several of the RTPCs selected for the first round, there
 

were problems with a lack of availability of public land on which
 

to construct RTPC projects. In most cases, there was only a
 

problem with lack of land for a single project, but in one case
 

(Mwingi in Kitui District, Eastern Province), there was no public
 

land available for any of the proposed RTPC projects. This led
 

to a situation in which this particular RTPC was facing the
 

possibility of usinci up much of their DDF allocation of funds to
 

acquire land rather than build infrastructure. Although the
 

RTPC proaramme guidelines originally stated that DDF money could
 

be used for land acquiEition "where necessary," hasit been in 

retrospect decided that DDF funds cannot usedbe for this 

purpose. 
Thus, it would be useful to add "availability of
 

public land" in the RTPC candidate towns as one of the RTPC site
 

selection criteria.
 

This criterion would serve only as a general guide to the
 

suitability of a particular centre for participation in the RTPC
 

programme. Different types of RTPC projects will require
 

different types of land. 
 For example, a market would have to be
 

located centrally and conveniently to facilitate trade, whereas
 

a livestock auction yard or a slaughterhouse would best be
 

located away from the central area of the town. These types of
 

distinctions only become relevant after an 
investment package has
 

been identified for a particular RTPC.
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Con.vtruction Act ivit 

Durinq the fieldwork conducted to prepare short lists for 

the districts participating in the second round of the RTPC
 

programme, RUPS officers noted that the RTPC site selection index 

did not take into account the level of construction activity in 

the urban centres being surveyed. In some centres, little or no 

construction activity was observed, while in others, it seemed
 

that the nuiber of square metres cf commercial establishments 

would soon be doubled through new construction. Presumably, such
 

investment would not be taking place if profits and future growth 

C.rcr ci *ateK. Net ta:,n a Lccnt of s;ucl. activiity mcy 

c u1t he.-:vi y ac.iIst, some ynar. c urrn ,, crrtrI -( at 1,-Lu2 C,d : -

excellent RTPCv. It is therefore rccc.-tmended that a metric index 

of construction activity, similar to the metric index of business
 

activity currently employed, be calculated for active
 

construction of permanent structures occurring in the central
 

business area of urban centres being studied as possible RTPC
 

candidates. If possible, weights could be assigned on the basis
 

of the type of establishment being constructed.
 

Linkages to Larger Urban Centres
 

In DDFS field trips for the first round cf RTPCs, officers
 

discovered that the most dynamic of these urban centres were
 

those which had strong trading ties with other urban centres,
 

particularly large cities, such as Eldoret, Nairobi, Thika, and
 

50
 



Mombasa. Experience and urban economic theory suggest that th,
 

existence of urban-urban linkages that go beyond the centre's
 

catchment area may be just as irportant for the success of 
an
 

RTPC as the existence of rural-urban linkages.
 

Although such linkages are difficult to measure objectively,
 

it would be possible to develop a simple scale on which RUPS
 

officers subjectively rate RTPC candidates on 
the basis of their
 

linkages to other urban centres. 
This could be done relative to
 

other RTPC candidates in the same district, rather than on some
 

absolute scale. 
 Although it is generally preferable to steer 

clear of scaled measures that involve judgements, such measures 

have been used in assigning values to other criterid when it was 

felt that. the criteria wcre i.:potant anc nc r..rc cjccti e 

alternative existed. Sirple methodologies to collect basic data 

on urban-urban linkages could be developed at a later date for 

future use.
 

Conclusions
 

Given the scarcity of certain types of relevant data and the
 

time and expense involved in data collection, it is neither
 

possible nor desirable to attempt to perfect the data and
 

methodology used to 
identify RTPC districts and centres. There
 

is a tradeoff between a better selection process and criteria and
 

the resources required to make these improvements. Certain
 

improvements discussed in this paper, however, are 
likely to be
 

worth the time and effort involved in making them, particularly
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those related to the selection of RTPC candidate centres withIin 

d itricts. AI the \cry least, the improvemnt,, coul 6 b 

calcul ated for the ne>:t round of R<1'C ca;.di tc:.. and c, , 	 rrd to 

the results of thc existing indexCs '11hose 2i .FrovCccnt- IL!-", 

make 	 an intuitively reasonable and quantitatively substantial 

clifference in the ranking of candidate withinRIT1Cs districts can 

Lie retained, and those that produce suspect results or do not 

have 	 a noticeable impact car, be discarded. 

The most important future task of RUPS and DDFS with rcspect 

to tile RTIC selection criteria is to attempt to maintain the 

integrity cf the selection process. It is clear that willthere 

be a p :ticuL and bureaucratic battle in uture rounds of tle 

R,. rai;mc te standa' J:ze --ore Iu)]v t,c. us, of establishud 

criteria for RTIC selection. This battle will .,ot bc ,asi i,.­

as demonstratcd by the fact that, during the process of selecting 

the second round of RTPC districts to be funded during the 

1989/90 financial year, a third district was added to the two
 

districts, that were selected from Rift Valley Province using IPND 

criteria.
 

The added district, which scored lower on 
the selection
 

index than several other districts in Rift Valley Province which 

have not yet benefitted fron the RTPC programme, was selected
 

purely for political reasons.27 
 While this district's selection
 

is a 	 special case, the objectives of the programme will be 

2 7Baringo, the district that was added, would have been 
el]jqAje for , 	 thP1' fr ,diq i' 2'.;93/92 financial year if the 
current criteria had been followe2. 
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seriously undermined if political criteria become generally more 

important than economic criteria in selecting other districts and 

their RTPCs. This would particularly be a problem if RTPC sites 

within districts that did not meet the requirements of the 

programme were selected to benefit from DDF funding for political 

reasons. 

Whatever the problems with the RTPC selection criteria, they
 

represent a serious attempt to institutionalise a reasonably
 

objective process of selecting urban centres that will 
further
 

the Government of Kenya's regional development and economic
 

growth goals. It is, therefore, important to ensure that these
 

c:.it ria continue to Le used and that they are modified as
 

nccesawyaind possible to effect a better RTPC selection process. 
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