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This paper reports on the irplementation experience of the prograrmes 

initiated u-der the District Developnent Fund, which was established at the 

beginning of the 1987/88 financial. year to support the Govezrmwnt of Kenya's 

(GOK) newly irstituted rural-urban balance strategy. Successes and problems in 

the implementation process are discuse, and rec ndations are made for 

inproving progress in future rounds of the programmes. This paper is only a 

prograrne implementation rviw. It does not attenpt to critique the broader 

development policies of which DOF programmes are a part. A separate forthccming 

paper in the I1RD discussion paper series will evaluate the Goverrent's rura-l­

urtan balance strategy and the role of the DOF in implanenting it. 

Pgc1grlugg : Kenya's Rural-Utbn Balance 

Kenya, like many other developing countries, is facing a number of 

significant economic challenges in the coming decades. Tlhe creation of job 

opportunities for a rapidly growing population during times of fiscal constraint 

is a particularly pressing problem, as outlined in Sessional Paper No.- 1 of 1986, 

Economic Managenent for Ren'ewed Gro-wth. 1 This important policy document laid the 

foundation for the Sixth National Development Plan, 1989-93 and its innovations 

in macro, sectoral, and regional development strategies. 

iyeya's population grew a-- an annual rate of 3.8 perceit during the 1970s, 
a significant inrease frm the 2.5 percent figure recorded in the 1940s. 'Me 
country's total fertility rate, defined as the number of live births an average
wcTan has during her active reproductive life, is 7.9, the highest in the world. 
If the fertility rate ruains constant, Kenya's population would grow by 4.3 
perc _nt a year to a total of 38.b million in t 'e year 200. Even if it declines 
screhat, as expected, the rate of jcb creation is going to have to be high to 
keep up with the rapidly grcwL'-g labour force. 
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Regional development st=ategies in Kenya have historically been of two 

types, those tat have focused on integrated rural development, and those that 

have provided urban infrastructure, primarily in the largest cities and secondary 

towns. 2 Rural and urban development policies and programmes were generally 

pursued independently. Integrated rural development had a mlti-sectoral 

approach, but insufficient attention was paid to the role of rural-urban 

interdependencies in stiilating rural development. Similarly, conventional 

urban development policy had a narrow focus on the physical planning of a 

hierarchy of urban centres without explicitly reccgnizing rural-urban 

interaction as an important basis of dynamic economic growth. 

Ihe rural.-urban balance strategy outlined in Chapter 4 of Sessional Paper 

No. 1 of 1986 represents a ne4 generation of regional development policy for the 

Governz-ent of Kenya. Acknowledging the dynamic interdependence beteen rural 

and urban areas and the agricultural and manufacturing sectors, the strategy 

prescribes integrated rural and urban development policies designed to sti=mlate 

regional income and emloyment growth. 3 Particular ephasis is placed on 

imroving economic linkages between rural areas with underexloited agricultural 

or livestock potential and the urban centres that serve those areas. 'Policies to 

improve agricultural productivity, to broaden access to inproved infrastructure 

2 For a review of the history of national urba, development policy in Kenya, 
see Evans (1988). There is no conparable comprehensive review of rural 
development policy, but Oyugi (1981) deals with some aspects of it. 

3The basic theory underlying this strategy can be traced at leas- as far 
back as the food grain linkage approach set forth by Johnston and Mellor (1961)
and Mellor (1966). This various mdels developed under thi_ approach are 
summarized in Johnston and Kilby (1975). Some examples of the more recent and 
growing literature on rural-urban linkages include Hansen (1982), Rordinelli 
(1983), Rondinelli and Evans (1983), Hackenberg and Hackenberg (1984), Evans 
(1985), Jcres (1986), Bar-El, Bendavid-Val and Karaska (1987), Faggblade, Fiaze11 
and Brown (1987), and Bendavid-Val, et. al. (1988). 
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that supports economic growth, and to remove const--aints on the functioning of 

small-scale enterprise and informal sector activities are amon the most 

important components of the strategy. 

One major objective of rural-urban balance is to stimulate the growth of 

rural incomes by improving agricultural productivity through new technologias, 

greater access to inputs, and the renova. of efficiency-i=,aiing price and 

movement controls on agricultural comzd ities. Higher farm income in turrm 

generates new demand for goods ard services, at least some of which can be 

satisfied by non-farm small-scale enterprise and inforral sector activities in 

nearby urban centres. These expenditures will generate local =Iltiplier effects, 

stimulating jobs, income and increased demand for both agricultural and non­

agricultural production. 4 

The rural-urban balance st-ategy is also seeking to improve aczess to urban 

services and facilities that support both rural and urban economic develoPment. 

The lack of well-serviced urban centres in irany parts of the country makes it 

mor? difficult for farmers to get inputs and services and to market their outputs 

in a timrely manner. Improving infras-ructure and support services in urban 

centres will enhance agricultural productivity by making inputs and new. 

technoogy more readily available. Better infrastructure also enhances marketing 

potential for both farm and non-farm production. 

Agriculture is and will remain for the foreseeable future the backbone of 

the Kenyan econay. Much of the best arable land in the county, however, is 

already under cultivation, suggesting that there is scme limit on the deree to 

which agricultural erployment can be expected to absorb the growing labour force. 

4 For a eiscussicn of rural-urtar linkages in Ke-nra, see Jcnes (1986) and 

Bendavid-Val, et. al. (1988). 
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Given t-his reality and the fact that forral sector jobs are so expensive to 

creatP, the Goverrment is encoraging the a-eation of small-scale enterprise and 

informal sector jobs in urban areas. Increased demrd from the agriculirail 

sector and better infrastructure in the urban centres are ihport ant stimuli to 

this sector, but rural-urban balance proraes and policies are aimned at other 

factors as well. Steps to inprove access to credit, training and shelter are 

required to facilitate --all enterprise development, as is the alleviation of 

institutional and legal constraints on the sector's expansion. 5 

Because Kenya is highly underurbanized and much of the urban population is 

concentrated in a few large cities5 , the Governm-nt plans to focus its new 

efforts largely on -rall underdeveloped urban centres in rural areas. 7 This is 

expected to take some of the population pressure off the largest cities as well 

as encourage development in under-axploited, high-potential areas. 8 The Sixth 

5A rrew Sall Enterprise Sector Prograrne was anhounced in the SixthNational Develcment Plan, 1989-93. The details of this progra-ve are currently
being developed by an interministterial group being coordinated by the Small 
Enterprise Section (SES) in the Rural Planning Departrent of the Minis:,ty of 
Planning and National Development. 

6 According to the World Bank's 1985 World Develoment Report, Kenya ranks
113th out of 126 countries in degree of urbanization. Only two countries in the
world have both a higher per capita income and a lower degree of urbanization. 
According to the most recent population census (1979), there were only 48 cities 
and tc7*is with a population greater than 5,000 and only another 43 cities and 
tcns with a population between 2,000 and 5,000. Urban porulation, defined as 
people living in towns with a population of greater than 2,000, accounted for
only 13.2 percent of the total population. 
for 56.5 percent of the urban population. 

Nairobi and MYmbasa alone accounted 

7Ongoing urban development prograr-es, such as the USAID-funded Snall Towns 
Programme and the World Bank-funded Third Urban Progranue will continue, and 
follaw-up prograres are likely to be developed. These prorar-mres, however,
have focused on the largest 20 or 25 cities and twns in the country. New 
initiatives are designed to develop the sa ller urban centres that have not
 
received assistance under other proqranms.
 

8The C ve_..e t of :-nva reczcnizes tat -he ca-aci", of lca2. authorities 
will have to be strentened in order to irprove an expand required services in 
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Develcument Plan, 1989-93 states that "it is necessary that =.all urban centres 

grow thrghout the country in order to create a frareork upon which rural-based 

production activity can sti ulate growth and provide markets and employment 

opportunities for the increasing number of job seekers. '' 9 

Amng the major policy innovations supporting the rural-urban balance 

strategy is the Rural Trade and Production Centre (RECC) progran=. It is 

intended to fund the developmernt of basic physical and irstituticnal 

infrastructure in &Tallurban centres and their agricultural hinterlands Ln areas 

with substantial unrealized agricultural or livestock potential. The main 

objective of this paper is to review the inpleentation of the early stages of 

this progranme. Te paper also reviews the related Nyayo Sheds Progranme, whic-h 

provides shelter for informal sector producers and tradesran in urban centres. 1 0 

These tqwo progra=vas were initiated under t2he jurisdiction of the District 

Develome-nt Fund %-enit was set up by the GCverrant to implement policies 

supporting rural-urban balance.
 

Policy Overview of the District Develoaeart Fund 

Curirg 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 governmentil This process has 

urban areas. Both Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1986 and the Sixth National 

Development Plan place a high priority on local authority reform. 

9 Sixt-h National Development Plan. 1989-93, p. 45. 

10qie term 'Wyayo," which means "lfootsteps" in swahili, refers to the 
development philosophy of the current President, Daniel arap Moi, who is said to 
be following in the footsteps of his predecessor, the late Jaro Kenyatta. 

ill..e.e are forty-c-e districts in Kerra, two of .tich, NaLobi ad r.sar,M 
are principally urban. They are located within seven provinces, one of "tJcn is 
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occurred under the District Focus for Rural Development stratey, which was 

initiated by President Moi in 1983. Popularly known as District Focus, the
 

strategy shifts the priLncipal responsibility for the planning and iplemertation 

of decentralized development programmes from the ministries to the districts.12 

The handbook outlining District Focus procedures states that the strategy is 

"based on the principle of a coaplantary relationship betweni the ministries 

with t-heir sectoral approach to development and the disIricts with their 

integrated approach to addressing local needs.,,13 Responsibility for general 

policy forculation and the planning of national and multi-district programmes 

remains with the ministries, but the planning and ihle.entation of district­

specific projects are district responsibilities. District advisory bodies known 

as District Development Ccmitttees (DC)s) are responsible for the overall 

coordination, form7ulation and wonitoring of local development projects, thereby 

encouraging local initiative in problem identification, resource mobilization, 

and project design and Lalerentation. 14 

In the June 1987 Budget Speech, the Minister for Firance announced that 

...the Govex-nmnt is establishing a nLw fund that will finance essential 

packages of investment in Rural Trade ard Production Centres. This fund, 

geographically identical to Nairobi District.
 

12 The District Focus for Rural Development strategy is scmetimes criticized 
by donor aralysts for not really being the genuine grassroots decentralization 
mechanism that politicians and the press often claim it to be. It is clear from 
a careful reading of the District Focus for Rural Development guidelines, 
however, that the strategy was intended to deconcentrate rather than devolve the 
functions of the central government. 

1 3District Focus for Rural Develonnnt (1987), p. 1. 

14 For more information on the District Focus strategy, refer to the COK's 
handbook, District Focus for Rural Develcment (1987) and Cohen and Hook (1986).
An e-xtensi'e evaluation of t.is -t-rategy is plara-d for the 1989/90 IL-ancial 
year. 
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entitled the Dist-ict Developmnt Fund, will be operational with effect from ist 

July this year." 1 5 The DOF legally came into existence when the Minister for 

Finance issued the Exchequer and Audjit (District Development Fund) Regulations on 

February 17, 1988.16
 

The Rural Trade and Production Centre (RC)programme was initially 

announced by the GOK in 1986 as part of its rural-urban balance strategy, but it 

did not beccm operational until the DOF was set up to fund it more than a year 

later. The principal purpose of t~his programre, as set forth by its initial 

proponents, is:
 

"....to concentrate scarce resources for urbi infrastructure in a 
limited but gring number of selected rural centres which have 
tie best potential for supporting agriculture and its linked 
productive activities, iicluding processing, manufacturing and 
services. The concentration of resources in a rural centre over a 
limited period of three or four years is designed to remove
 
cbvious bottlenecks in physical infrastructure, to maximize the
 
aggregate impact of individual projects, and to yield greater

benefits and financial retur.-ns." 17
 

In keeping with the District Fcous for Rural Develo=oen: stratrgy, the 

District Development Cc=imttees (DCCs) are cited by the Sessional Paper as being 

the key actors in RIPC selection and design. The Sessional Paper states that 

DDCs should select as RTPCs those urban centres where a package of infrastructure 

investment would be likely to yield the maxium benefits. These centres were 

expected initially to be larger trading centres lacking only a few imporant 

types of basic infrastructure, such as a market, all-weather roads, and an 

l5Text of the 1987/88 Budget Speech.
 

1 6 nhis was published as Legal Notice No. 128 in respect of the Exchequer and 
Audit Act (Cap. 412) in the KeMa Gazette of Februar-y 26, 1988. 

17Se ! Pa-er Nlo. 1 of 1986, p. 45.
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adequate water supply. Later priority is expected to shift to smaller but 
potentially important trading centres where more substantial infrast:ructure 

investment is required. 

In collaboration wj.th local authorities, the DOCs are supposed to design an 
infrastructure package for each RrpC, with emphasis CA projects required to 
support directly agriculture and other productive activities. The MT'C package 
components are intended to eliminate physical and institutional bottlenecks that 
hinder econanic development of the rIrPC and its agricultural hinterland. 1 3 

The Minister also proposed in the 1987/88 budget speech: ... to incorporate, 
within the District Developrent Fund concept, finance for construction of Nyayo 
Sheds to accormodate jua kali artisans and workshops located in appropriate rural 
centres.It19 shelters had been constructedSuch in Nairobi through presidential 
initiative, and it was decided that all districts shotld benefit from these
 
serviced sheds as 
part of the rural-urban balance st ategy efforts to stiulate 
productive activities in the informal and &nall-enterprise sectors. 

Thus, the DOF was initially set up in the Miniz-ry of Planning and National 
Development (MRTD) by the Goverrment of Kenya to finance the M and Nyayo Shed 
programmes under the umbrella of both the rural-urban balance and District Focus 
for Rural Development strategies. 2 0 The MPD established within its Rural
 
Planning Depart-ent 
 (RPD) a District Development FDund Section (DOFS) in Noverrber 

1 8 For more informaticn, see Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1986, pp. 45-46.1 9Text of the 1987/88 Budget Speech. Jua kali," or "hot sun" workers areinformal sector craft or artisans so named because they often work without
shelter or infrastructure. 

2 0The District Develoment Fund may haveccrnrehensive set of rural an expar~ded role and cover a/mre
future. 

a-d u..rt-en deelc-ent prcgra--e_ and projects in theInternal MPND disc.ssions have been held onpolicy statements have not been released ths far. 
this issue, but official 
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1987 to manage the implementation of these programmes. The Permanent Secretary 

(or an officer designated by hin) is the accounting officer responsible for the 

administration of the Fund.
 

With the Rural-Urban Planning Section (PUPS), which is the ru-al-urban 

policy research arm of RPD responsible for the rural-urban balance sttegry, DDFS 

assists the DDCs in seleci-ng and implementing R'FOCs in their districts. RU-PS is 

largely responsible for naninating districts to participate in the PC pr-gare 

for each budget year and identifying a short list of sites frm whuicl the 

participating DCCs select their RTPCs. The principal role of DDFS is to work 

with the DCCs in designing and implementing RFPC i.estment packages. 

Furdim' of the District Develccment Fund 

The Ministry of Planning and National Deeloprant is assigned prim-ary 

ministerial responsibility for administering the Distict Development Fund 

activities, so that the bulk of funding is containd under its budget estirates. 

Budget lines relating to the DOF first appeared in the 1987/88 budget.21 The 

first budget line (MTD: D06/061/207/020/316), a USAID contribution of Ksh. 50 

million, wa- intended to fund RIPC package identification and design through the 

district planning and tendering process. The second budget line (,R.D: 

D06/061/207/020/317), a USAID contribution of Ksh. 117 million, was to fund 

actual construction of infrastructure projects approved for the RTCs. The third 

and final budget line (Ministry of Works, Hcusing, and Physical Planning (.-W':PP): 

D13/132/400/406) 22 , a USAID contribution of Ksh. 50 million, was for the 

21Kenya's financial year runs from July 1 through June 30. 

2 2.Tfhe Ministry of Works, Housing and Physical P!=.n--g (?5 P? s 
t -gardzed after the February 1988 national elecLcrs. T-e hcusing 1 crfolio 
went to the Ministry of Lands and Housing (MIH), while physical plarning becaze 
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constructioo of Nyayo sheds in support of small-scale jua kali enterprises. 

Total initial DOF funding under these lines was Ksh. 217 million. All of these 

USAID funds were PL480 counterpart funds. 23 

As the 1989/90 budget year began, very little money had been spent on the
 

RiTC prcqranur,, for reasons 
that will be discussed later. The unspent money,
 
however, 
 d iA not have to be returned to the Exchequer at the end of the budget
 
yeaL in which it was allccated because a separate and permanent 
 fund was set up 
ary- gnzettyl to manage it. Unspent budgetary allocations in a ministerial budget 

are autcitically returned to the Exchequer at the end of the financial year, but 
allocations to gazetted government funds may be retained for future use. 

In subscc-quent years, no donor funding for DOF has been included in the
 
budget. 
 In both the 1988/89 and 1989/90 budgets, the Govermrent made nominal
 
contributionns of Ksh. 
 2 million, while the forward estimates for 1990/91 provide 
for Kzh. 4 million. All of this funding is for the RTPC.programme under the two 

MICD votes listed abov-e; however, there is not enough in all post-1987/88
 

firancial ycrs combined to fund even a single RIPC.
 

the responsibility of the Ministry of Local Government and Physical Planning(MLGPP). MWIPP became the Ministry of Public Works (MPW). In a subsequentreshuffle in June 1989, the physical planning portfolio was transferred to theMI11, which became the Ministry of Lands, Housing and Physical Planning (MLHPP). 
2 3 Urder PL480, the U.S. Governent provides grain to the Government ofKenya, which then raises money from its sale locally. The bilateral agreementrecgilating this prografne stipulates that USAID must approve the Government's useof theose furyJs, which are known as counterpart funds because they are a localcurro.ncy c.x1epl-ment of the donor's foreign-curr y-financed supply ofcorrnditiros. Countries benefitting from these commodity programmes and donorsfin;-nciJn them ccmonly consider the counterpart funds to be additional realresourc-s to the recipient country, and their policies regarding how the fundsmay be used reflect this impression. Roemer (1988) argues that this commonperception is false, and demonstrates that, depending on the nature of donorrestrictions on the use of cccnter-pat fuxr-is. ha'4 they are treated in thegovernment bu-ket, and haw the monetary authorities respond to their use,counterpart funds may generate undesirable macroeconomic effects. 
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The absence of donor funding for the 1988/89 and 1989/90 financial years has 

occarred for to reasons. First, the Goverment has only recently begun to 

actively seek additional donor funding for DOF. 2 4 Second, the pace of DOF 

inplementation to date has been extrely slow, raising questions amng donors 

about the Goverrment's ccumit-nt to DDF prramres and its ability to inztle:mnt 

them. Both of these issues will be discussed later in this paper. 

As of June 30, 1969, Ksh. 13.8 million (27.6 percent) of the Ksh. 50 million 

originally allocated to the Nyayo Shed programme during the 1987/88 financial 

year has been spent. After the 1988 national elections, responsibility for this 

programre was transferr. fra the 1nO to the Ministry 	of Technical Training and 

noApplied Technology (IIITAP). Furding for Nyayo Sheds is longer ureder the 

jurisdiction of DOF, but has been tz-ansferr.d to a separate line, the jua Kali 

Fndi, which is under a vote in the budget of the Ministiy of Finance. 

Timir and Extent of DOF Pro=-rmmn Imlaentation 

The R prcgranme has been the target of unrealistic expectations by GOK 

planners frm the very beginning. 25 Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1986 states that 

the prcg-rarme will take a year or two to get started, but that from 1990 on, 

2 6twent-y RTPC projects will be comleted per year. The 	Sixth National 

24In June 1989, RUPS and DOFS prepared a draft donor briefing requesting 

additional funding for the FCPC progranme. This was reviewed internally and 
for warded to the Ministry of Finance for review and action. The draft doc.,e-nt 
requests Ksh. 680 million for RI=C funding over a three-year period. 

25 .ecause the Ministry of Plaming and National Developent historically has 

been a policy-making rather than an implementing ministry, sc~re early proponents 
of the R'PC pr ran may not have fully realized the cc=,lexities and 
constraints involved in izplerentinq the progranre they were prcposing. Th.us, 
their expectaticns about the pace and ext nt of the prcgranre were unjustiffiably 
ctimistLc. 

2 6Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1986, p. 45. 
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D-elg~e nt Plan, 1989-93 promises similarly optimistic achievements. It states 
that after the eight centres thefor the 1988/89 financial year are underway, 


numfber of Z7rfl will expand to 12, 16, 
 16, and 18 in subsequent years, so that a 
tot,2 of 70 centres will have participated in the programme by the end of the 

plan period.27
 

The reality is that, more than two years after funds were first allocated to 
the DOF in June 1987, construction has not begun on a single R'TC project in the 
eight districts selected to participate in the first round of the programme.
 
There are a number of reasons for the delays, some of which could have been
 
avoided 
by better planning and coordination, while others have been largely 

beyond the control of GOK officers.
 

First, the RTPC program was started significantly sooner then those 
closely inr/olved in its origir3l design had expected. Although the programme had 
been briefly outlined in Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1986, a great deal of research 

and irstitution building e>xpected to occur before the p-rcgra=ne would becomewas 


28
operatioml. During preparations for the 1987/88 budget speech, it was 
suddenly dr.cided that counterpart funxLs would be used to start the District 

DE)-eLo[xw:.jt Fund imediately in order to finance the RTPC programme. Without 
havi r-jcrT)retrrd the rez*,rah awl pr-pirations rocpii.red for the IM programme to 
bejin snrotby, RUPS planners were placed in the position of having to select 
IFPC districts; and sites and to get the prcgram e underway very quickly. The 
need to runh into implementation without adequate preparation is an important 

reacon why the programme has mo.ved so slowly and erratically, and why planning 

and ixplEmnnttion procedures have been developed largely on an ad hoc basis. 

2 7S ih Uinticna1 /e nt Plan 1989-9'3, p. 77.t-veicra 

28Se- 5/ans (1986) for a discussion of many of the major issues involved. 
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SecoWJ, the desire to involve district officials heavily in the RTPC
 
irpl.aew-nt tion process 
 in an effort to support District Focus for Rural
 
Delvicomxwnt was the 
cause of numerous delays. Many districts lack the capacity 
arrJ re_-iArnsr to plan and implement major prcgrammes, and there are numerous 
priorities crqmeting for the limited time and expertise of district officials. 
In spite oC this, MPND officials initially attempted to follow District Focus by 
leaving major tasks to the districts rather tnan allowing the central goverrnent 
to take caplete control of the implementation process or appoint consultants to 

2 9oversee it. 


ThLrd, 
 the national elections held in February-Maxch 1988 required the full­
time effortz of many officers of both the central gcverru-ent and the districts.
 
These elections, the block of 
time 	spent preparing for them and the subsequent
 
adjustment period occurred 
during a crucial stage for first-round RITPC
 
irmplementation. 
 Most 	districts had selected their 	RTPC site and were 	about to 
identify their i 'estnent packages when the election period was announced. It is 
likely that on]y limited goverrrsnt activity unrelated to the elections took
 
place in the districts durirrj this period, 
 and there was undoubtedly much
 
catching up to do 
 on many 	 projects and progra=mes once the situation had settled 

back 	 to nor.w,. 

Fourth, MIND itself did not have expertise in desiging and implementing an 
inti-rated irrlestment programrn such as the RTP prcgrarme. The Rural
 

Develvconnt 
 Fund 	 and EEC Microprojects Fund have been in. existence for a number 
of years, but they focus on implerenting single smiall-scale investments in the 

20Early RITC policy documents and minutes of the meetings of the MPIDTask 	Force dc=cnstrate a significant concern with beingprinciples of the District 	 faithful to theF EcuSfor Rai Delcprent strate-y. Thes.; docmentsarc fvrnd cn MITD 	File U;o. EPO/SC 237/417/01. 
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rural areas. In contrast, the F prcgranme was set up to implement an
 
integrated pickage of investments. 
 This required the coordination of districts, 
Iccal authorities, at least several ministries, and sometimes other actors as
 
,well. 3 0 
 Established MPN;D procedures had to be significantly adapted to meet the 
neer.s of the RrFC programne, and, in some cases, entirely new procdures and
 
mechaniss 
 hvid to be ard are still being developed.
 

Fifth, although a variety of ministries have a 
role to play in the operation 
of the [RI'F prcgxramme, a gocd system for interministerial coordination notwas 

set up evirly on. 31 The pema1nnt secretaries 
of all operating ministries were 
sent a gencl.. circular on DDF implementation by the Permanent Secretary of MPND 
on November 1987,27, but little followup occurred. It was proposed in early
 

1987 that an interministerial steering cc~ittee be 
set up to oversee DOF policy 

30For O-vzi;zple, the RI'C project package in Kinaro (Kwale District, CoastProv/inc-e) includes water supply augmentation, improvement of town roads, and theconstruction of a market, buspark, and stock holding/auction area. This requiresinpit frcm and coordination of the Ministry of Water Development, the Ministry ofPublic Works, the Ministry of Local Government and Physical Planning,Ministry of Livestock Developmnvnt, thethe Kw-ale County Council, and the DCC. Inaddition, lryazuse the FCe budget was insufficient to fundprojec-ts, the Swedish Internatioral Development Agency (SIDA) 
all of the desired 

some agreed to providefundin- for the water supply augmentation. The incorporation of yetanother agency further complicates the planning and coordination process. 

3LIhe DDF can 
provided 

fund projects already planned and designed by other ministriesthat these projects are part of an approved Rr- project package. TheMinistry of Public Works, the Ministry of Water Development, and otherministries have an important role to play in design and impleentation ofcertain typez, of RPC projects that fall under their jurisdiction. For someprojects, ministries will be assigned responsibility for recurrent expenditure.The f1inIstr/ of Local Goverrrent and Physical Planning (MLGPP) has a particularlylarrje role to play in the RFPC programme. Recurrent expenditure responsibilityfor nkny tys of PC projects will be assigned to local authorities, which mustbe properly r;taffed, trained fundedand to satisfy the new demands on theircap-city. In addition, the MI.GPP has a great deal of implementation experiencein certain kirrs of projects, such as markets,
prorfpos' IP'l-' project package. 

which are part of nearly everyTheir expertise is being drawn upon duri-q bct:the plo3rtnj-rj i--r, imple:-ntaticn phases of the RrPC pro.ra=me. 
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and iplemtation. 3 2 In January 1987, the Permanent Secretary of IMND invited 

his co nterp.-rts in the Office of the President, the Ministry of Local 

GoverTrreryt, and the former Ministry of Works, Housing and Physical Planning to 

nominate members from their ministries to serve on the committee, which was 

e>xpcted to meet on a regular basis in order to review RTIPC implementation 

policies, pr-gress, and problems. 3 3 This committee has never met, and in 

practice, MTrD has rarely liaised with other ministries involved in RT= 

implementati.on until it needed scmething fram them. 3 4 Given the interministerial 

nature of the TC programme aryl the coordination problems that have been 

expc.ri.e r-cd ard anticipated, it seems likely that implementation would run more 

smoothly ard a number of problems that arose during the first round could have 

3 2 EarJ.y ?RFC policy dcc>rnnts and minutes of meetings of the MEND RTPC Task 
Force freq'iently refer to the proposed interministerial steering committee. 
These dcxmirTnt5-. are found on MIVfD File No. EPO/SC 237/417/01. 

33The letter from the PS/MPND, which is on MPWIJ File No. EPO/SC 237/417/01, 
is rldttyd Janar! 27, 1987. Permission to convene the RIT interministerial 
steering carnmittee was granted by the Office of the President on February 4, 1987 
in a letter on File OP.16/14A/III/27. The Office of the President and the two 
invited ministries ncTinated members. According to a minute on File No. EPD/SC
237/417/01 datcd March 2, 1987, the committee was to be chaired by the Permanent 
Secretary of MEND and was to begin meeting not later than March 6, 1987. 

3 4 1n the case of the Ministry of Local Government and Physical Plarning, for 
example, MIGPP officials contacted ','%M officials, rather than the other way
arouryl, re-jarding their willirrjness to do feasibility studies for F=I'C projects
for which they have developed an expertise, such as markets, buzparks, and 
slaughterh izez. The Ministry of Public Works was not contacted until M TD 
required the assistance of their engineers in November 1988 to review the 
conultant 'who applied to be listed as eligible to do RTPC project designs and 
ccstinris. The Ministr of Water Development was never contacted regarding
revniew of derigns for the "water projects planned in various RTPCs, despite the 
fact that the first set of plans for an RTC water project (Kinango, Kwale 
District, Coast Province) were received in November 1988. On August 29, 1989,
the Permanent Secretary of the Ministry of Water Delelopment (MID) wrote to the 
PS of MRI0 to note that MWD, which is supposed to be consulted on all water 
provision projects, was not being actively involved in preparing or reviewing 
plarns for water supply dceoprP-nt in the RTPC,. 
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been avoidd if this committee had been meeting regularly. 3 5
 

Final.Ly, the preparation of the 1989-93 
 district development plans occurred 
from late. 1987 through late 1988, exactly when RTpC investment package 
identification and project designs and costings should ideally have been taking 
place. he District Developrr2nt Officer (DO), who is the coordinating officer 
at the district level for the RrPC prcgramme, is also the officer responsible for 
the prepartion of the district plan. At the same time, most headquarters
 
officers 
in IRJPS and DOFS had responsibilities for liaising with DCOs on plan
 
preparation in one or more districts. The district plans, 
 therefore,
 
significantly diverted 
both district and headquarters officers from making more 

prcocress with RIPC' planning and irplementation. 

Inriplorr'ntation progress has improved in recent months, and it is likely 
tiat tdxlering for construction will be completed in the first group of RrPCs 
before the end of the 1989 calendar year. As will be discussed later, however,
 
this progress has occurred 
 at the cost of a nuriber of changes to the original
 
process envisioned by the designers of the prcramme 
 and has, to some extent,
 
urJermiryJ 
 certain goals of the programuze. Much of the rest of this paper will 
be dovoted to examining implemontation progress and the pLoblems that have 

hindered it. 

Thbe r'I'C programme will undoubtedly run smoothly and rapidlymore as
 
solutions are 
found to the complex of implementation problems that have been 
encounter~yi. Nevertheless, unless resources devoted annually to the prcjrarmme 
are very stixi-tntially augmented, additional goverrjment officers are assigned to 

351n r2cent months, MIWD has developed better working relationships with thevari.ous ministries involved in RTPC imple'rntation. A particularly productiverelationship has ev/olved M .....with the is y o" Public Works, whnich hasmetirculJosly rviewed o.the projet designs and costings prepared by consultantsfor the first round of RTPCs. 
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DooS, and more technical assistance for both MD and the districts is secured, 

the number of centres targeted for completion in the next Lwo decades by 

Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1986 and the Sixth National Develoypnt Plan is not 

attairable. 

In contrast to the RCPC programme, the Nyayo Shed prcgr-e has made more 

targible jxplementation progress, but it is still nowhere near achieving its
 

goal of constructing sheds in all 40 districts. 3 6 As of June 1989, the
 

construction of 28 Nyayo 
 Sheds had been started or completed in 17 districts. 

The Nynyo 5herl programme has Trade more progress largely because it is much less 

ccmplex than the RrPC programme. It involves the construction of simple 

structures from relatively standardized designs and rarely involves the 

coordination of more than two ministries. Furthermore, the pace of Nyayo Shed 

implarrwntation has undoubtedly increased because numrbera of shortcuts to the 

original implementation process have been taken, and.this has resulted in some 

sheds beiryj constructed at a co-t higher than necessary in inappropriate 

locations ,s izr. designs that have not always met the needs of shed users. These 

is;ur- wil I Lh discussed later in this paper. 

I IC Pror rmme Imlawrrtation
 

As di scliszed earlier, the RTPC programme has been moving slowly the
over 

course- of the past two years, and there have been a number of significant 

alteratioyr-, to the implementation process as initially envi-ioned by the 

des i.grrrs of the progran . Some of these changes have probably improved the 

prcxjrner, while others have undoubtedly violated the prograine's principal 

3'-he forty-fi-&rt. distriut, Nairobi, is excluded trom the prcqrazm because 

sheds have a].rcady been constructed there in a number of locations. 
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objectives. This section reviews how the implemntation process was intended to 
prcc'.,!e anJ discusses major changes to the planned process and their effects. 

Sm'Irry_. Ki_LjL Stes i-n F-Rzydcd TTC Pro==p
 
SThe major steps in the implementation 
of the RrPC programme are outlined in 

a series of guidelines issued by MPND to all participating districts and
 
operating ministries. 3 7 
 District Development Committees (DDCs) are expected to 
have privar/ responsibility for implementing RITCs in their districts, and the 
?T4ID has overall responsibility for coordinating the RTPC programme.
 

Implementation 
of the RTPC prcgramme involves several major steps. First, 
districts to participate in each phase of the programme are selected by RUPS
 
using starardized selection criteria. 
 Second, a short list of eligible F
 
candidates in each participating district is identified by RUPS 
 using
 
stardardized 
 criteria. Third, using guidelines provided by MPND, DOCs in these
 
districts mut select frm the RUPS 
 short list a town to benefit from the
 
prcgrame. Fourth, 
 districts must propose an integrated package of investments 
for their selected RTPC towns, which must be approved by the DDFS and certified
 
as 
meeting the objectives of the rural-urban balance strategy. Fifth, RTPC 
project por kagos must be designed and costed. Finally, the designed projects are 
conrtructed, aryl turned over to a local authority or operating ministry with 

37 The t.jImt set of guidelines were issued to the districts on October 17,1987. Thezecquidelines covered the issues to be considered by the DiCCsselect rrj an inRTPC from the MIR4D short list. A second set of guidelines on RITCinve-,tment p-ckage identification were drafted in November 1987, but were notapproval arx sent to the districts until March 15, 1988. No additionalguidelines have been sent to the first-round districts since that time.howcver, is currently preparinrl a set of detailed guidelines which will be 
DOFS, 

as the Dist D.el issued_tFurR nrihcok .eti e in the future. The circulaton IY)F proJr;inm implexrentacion sent to the permrrnent secretaries of alloperatirrj ministries is datcd tfovenber 27, 1987. 

18
 



responsibility for the recurrent costs of the projects. Funding is provided by 
Authority-to-Incur-Expenditures (AXEs) issued by 4MND to the districts from the 
Distrj.rt Dr-jeI-opment Fund. The entire process is monitored and facilitated by 
the DOFM, wiLh the outcome of each step being approved by DOFS before the 

district can proceed. 

Identification and Selection of Districts by MPND
 
The selection of districts 
to be furnced by the DOF is guided by the logic of 

the UTFC strategy. Initial concentration of DOF 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 districts are presumed to needhave a for expanding the number and 
size of small towns to provide better market and employment opportunities. 

Data on district urbanisation and agricultural production were collected by 
RUPS and combined into an RITC district identification index which as'igned a
 
numerical 
 score to each district. Details of the district identification process 
aize prnvidefJ in RPD Technical Report No. 1 of 1987.38 An evaluation of the 

3 8 he district identification index, which is supposed to selecturxlendr-bani.-/A districts with high agricultural/livestock potential, is composedof thre'e cxmconents. The first component measures underurbanisation. It issimply the nogative of the percentage of population in each district living inurb3n areas (cr-ntres with a population greater than 2000) during the 1979census. The second two components measure agricultural production andavaLilability of su.;Plus thefor expanding production. One is savings as calculatedfrom the CM Rural Household qidget Survey of 1981-82. This is supposed to serveas a proxy for smallholder surplus. The other is combined agriculture andliv;estock sates to marketing boards for 1980-85. Standard scoresvariable valune (actualfor each district less the arithmetic mean of the variable acrossall districts, standardized on the standard deviation for all observations) arecalr.ulated for each of the components. In order to weight agriculturalpror-hction and underurbanis.tion equally, the standard score for theunderurbanisition conponent is multiplied by two. This is then added to theother t-wo cCyrponents to arrive at the ir<ex value for each district. 
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criteria uscd to select RIC districts and sites is presented in a separate RMRD 
discussion paper, No. 7 of July 19139.
 

Althoxjh the index 
 initiaLly developed for RIP district selection was used 
to identify. the first two rounds of participating districts, its application was 
modified to make the programme more politically acceptable. 
Rather than
 
selectirq the districts scoring highest nationally in the selection index, the
 
highest scoring district in each province was selected for the first round, and
 
the secory. highest scoring district in each province was selected for the second 
round. The top two districts from Rift Valley were included in each round 
because of the size of the province. 
Thus, an important objective of the RI'FC 
programme to focus on the national high potential areas where the most
 
significant marketing, production and employment gains could be realized has
 
been 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 ccointry. 
 This has resulted in the selection of a number of Arid and Semi-

Arid T,)rds (ASAL) districts for inclusion in the early rounds of the programe, 
inclWing '-wite and Taita-Taveta in Coast Provirce, Mandera and Wajir in
 
Northeastern Province, 
 and Kitui in Eastern Province. In the long run,. all 
districts in Kenya (except Nairobi and Mombasa) are expected to benefit from the 

ProrJranme. 

Proponent 
of the current process point out that the selection of one
 
dinbric-t from roch province inproves the nation-wide equity of the pro.rare and 
pro/ides furyls for urban infrastructure development to districts which have 
historically hi:en neglected in this area. 
 Furthermore, it is possible to argue
 
that there are in most districts high potential agricultural or livestock areas
 
w,,here 717r." intr-r:-L.tions arc likely to stimulate the local economy greatly. 
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ile Enth of these points are certainly true, the programme's designers clearly 

intcrylrl the prcgramme to augment economic efficiency ard maximize increases in 
erploymr-nt arxi production, which requires focusing on the districts with the 

highest potential. Proponents of the original objectives of the IPC prograntme 
would undoubtedly argue that there are other substantial programmes which channel 

furyJi to XSAL areas, and that RrTC funds were not inter.yled for these areas. 
w'hidhever 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 prcgranmes of significant scope, and it is unlikely 

that the current rules will be changed. 

M-iat must still be decided by senior MPMD officers is how the prorame will 

proceed after sae provinces have an RTPC in each district while others do not. 

Several provinces, such as Northeastern, Western, and Nyanza, have only three or 
four districts within their 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 fram the RITPC progranmre 
by the thirdi or fourth round, while Rift Valley and several other provinces will 
have a numb>r oE districts yet to benefit. The Government must decide if some 
districts i}n the smaller provinces will be allawcd to have saccnd Rar-s before 

certiin districrts in the larger provinces have had any. 

The niin political and burcaucratic battle in the future will be to maintain 

the use of established criteria for RTPC selection. This will not be easy, as 
demonstratrWf by the fact that, during the process of selectirg the second of RTPC 

districts to be funded during the 1989/90 financial year, a third district was 

addcA to the two districts eleLted frcm Rift Valley Provinc using MP!3 

criterii, (ren though thi3 diztrict scoze . ,n t'e selection index than 
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several other districts in the province which have not yet benefitted from the 
RrTC progr-nu'i. 3 9 While this district's selection is a special case, the
 
objecLives of the 
programme will be seriously undenried if political criteria 
beCome gernrally more important than economic criteria in selecting other
 
distrirct-s ard their RTPCs. 
 This would particularly be a problen if RT'C sites 
within districts that did not meet the requirements of the programme were
 

selectcd for political reasons.
 

Selectio-n of IC date Centres by MPND
 

After the districts to participate in the RTPC prcgramme 
are identified, a 
short list of candidate towns for each of the districts is prepxared by RUPS
 
staff accorriirkg to technical criteria developed by K4P!D. 
 These criteria are
 
detailed in IR.D Technical Report No. 2 of 1987, 
 and examples of how they are
 
applied 
are. provided in RPD Technical Reports Nos. 3 aixd 4 of 1987.40 The
 
criteria u.'-ed by RUPS 
 to identify the RTPC short list are essentially those that 
the districts use to make the final RIP selection, which are listed and briefly 
explained be].ow. 4 1 The MPND short lists of RI'PC candidates for the first and 

39j-rJry1o, the district that was added, would have been eligible for RT'Cfurylii in the 1991/92 financial year if the criteria had been followed. 

403nSv of the FGPC selection criteria were measured using data availablefrom cnntral goernment sources, while others required the collection of datafrom the districts by PUPS officers. Teams of officers spend several months perRF1TC rtxnyl i.n the field collecting the required data, entering it onmicrracrxpit-er using a spreadsheet progranne, and calculating the various indexes. 
4 1khe criteria used by RUPS to identify the short list are measuredspecific d;-ita bywhich are used to create an index ranking the towns beingconsidered. The DOCs 

basis of a 
are more likely to make their selection decision on therzwhat more subjective estimation of how the RTPC candidates meetthe prcgranr criteria. It should also be noted that several steps are taken byRUPS prior to the application of the criteria mutually corsidered by RUPS andthe FX)2s in tlhe selection proccss. The nur,'ber of towns considered for the shortlist in a piticular case depeinds on the population of the district, and no town 
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second rourvin of the prcgrare are presented in Appendix I.
 
Althcr.jh the final selection of an 
RTC is the responsibility of the DOC,
 

previrirxq a short list for the DCC 
 insures that any site selected as an RPC will 
meet the basic objectives of the prcgramme. Selection of RTPCs on purely
 
political grounds is 
 thus precluded as long as the current identification
 

procr-iures are followed.
 

The collection 
and analysis of data used to construct the RTPC selection
 
inlr:x arnd to identify a 
 short list for each participating district has thus far
 
prry-J':rY] f'rosthly. RUPS 
 has forwarded short lists of candidate towns in good
 
tifrr to all rirticipating DCCs 
 for their consideration.
 

'fhere have 
been a number of concerns raised by several parties about the 
nat ie ard rr a.rxrzent of the RITC site selection criteria. 4 2 Many of these
 
corcrns 
are quite valid, and efforts are expected to be made to improve the 
sel.rction criteria futurein rounds of the programme. 43. 

FinLn I -±irx.of UFCs byCf X, 

After ccrxpilirg the short lists, RUPS staff visit each of the districts from 
which an RrC is to be selected. They brief the District Executive Committees 

which haw a popilation of greater than 5,000 in the 1979 Census can be
corL i.dered. 

4 2USAID, the only donor to support the RrPC programme thus far, isparticuJ.arly concerned by the exclusion of towns that had a population of morethan 5000 in the 1979 census. Representatives of other donors, including theWorld L5ank, ODA, and DANIA have expressed reservations about the way certainRTPC selection criteria, particularly those related to levels of economicactivity, are RUPSmeasured. ack-joledges that there are indeed problems in thisregard, but argue that they were unavoidable given the haste with which thenecessary fei Idwork for the early rounds of the programme had to be completed. 
43An a.inzzment of these criteria and recc=enaticns for imp-vig them are

containc-d in P-.ID Discussion F-.Fn-r No. 7 (July 1989). 
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(DECs) on the guidelines and criteria to be used in selecting the EPC site, arni 

the DECs then communicate this information to the full DCS. 4 4 The. DCs are 

expected to use these guidelines to justify the short-listed towns they select as 

well as to explain why they did not select the others. 

The criteria which are supposed to be considered by the DOC in making its 

selection from the short list of candidate towns are as follows: 

1. Size of Market Area: An RT=C is expected to serve a
 
substantial market area as defined by population. The DDC should
 
take into consideration the relative importance of the candidate
 
towns in rural-urban trade. Centres with larter market areas are
 
to be given priority.
 

2. Urban Economic Activity: There should be significant
 
tradiry and manufacturing activities in an RTPC town. The town
 
should have an active market and comrercial sector with good
 
economic links to its market area and other urban centres.
 

3. Agriciltural and Livestock Prcductivitv of the Market 
Area: The productivity uf the agricultural hinterland surrounding 
an RTPC should be high. The hinterland is the area surrounding an 
RF=C which provides the RTPC with agricultural products and is 
supplied with farm inputs, manufactured gcods and services by the 
tcbwn. 'The DCC is expected to consider the relative productivity 
of the hinterland of short-listed towns in selecting an RTPC site. 

4. Economic Potential: A high level of economic potential of 
a candidate RrPC is an important consideration. Economic 
potential refers to the quality and composition of productive land 
-and the potential opportunities for expansion of small-scale 
manufacturing and informal sector activities. An RTPC must have a 
high potential for growth in both the urban centre and its 
hinterland. Areas with the highest potential are expected to be 
given priority. 

5. The tProximity of Ccmpetinq Market Centres: RIPC market 
expansion should not be at the expense of nearby competing market 
centres. RTPCs are supposed to meet unmet needs rather than crowd 

4 4The DECs are comprised of senior members of the DCC, and they generally 
consider major issues first and make recc-rnendations to the full DOC. The DECs 
meet on a mnonthly basis, while the DCCs are required to meet only four times a 
year. For more information on how the DECs and DCCs function, see the Goverrment 
of Ke.nya Dist- F'cuz for Rijr-3 .e2',ecl--nt handbcok (1987) and Cohen and 
Hook's paper on district planning in Kenya (1986). 
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the growth of existing centres. The DCC must weigh this issue in
its selection process. In cases where two candidate centres
receive approxinately the same rating in RTPC choice, that centre
which is furthest away from a competing market centre receives 
priority. 

6. Current Levels of Infrastructure: Although there are no

particular types of infrastructure that must exist for a town to

be_ eligible for RTPC funding, 
 RTPC package components should

complem.crnt existing infrastructure in a market centre and its
surrairyiing area. Priority is initially expected to be given to
market centres that need only a few additional infrastructure
 
projects to complete a good infrastructure system.
 

7. Project Viabilit,: R infrastructure projects must be
shon to be viable to the satisfaction of MP4D. Although fonrmal

cost-bnefit analyses are not expected, simple 
 feasibility studies
must be conducted for all project components acco=rding to
guidelines provided by nTD. Some urban centres might needcertain investrents that cannot be justified oh the basis of

relative costs and benefits. Others might have the need for

inve-thrvents with a much higher probability of generatLg 
net
benefits and stimulating productivity. This latter (group is
expectcWJ to be given priority in the selection process. 

8. District Priorities: Districts should also take account oftheir awn priorities in selecting an RTPC site. .The RITYC
Progrl-nm. is intended to be a highly integrated'component of the
District Focus for Rural Development Strategy, hich maintains
that local knowledge is an imrportant factor in RTPC choice. It isassurmed that district priorities are broadly consistent with
national priorities outlined in Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1986 andthe district's most re ent Develoorrent Plan. In addition,
district priorities that conflict with the objectives of the RTPC progrnne cannot be considered. For example, schools and

community centres, even if they are a district's first priorities;

cannot be funded because they are not consistent with RTPC
 
programme objectives and guidelines.
 

It is difficult to tell the degree to which the above criteria were 

thoughtfully considered by the DDC-s in their deliberations about a final RTPC 

site. Documents detailing the criteria were provided by MRID in sufficient 

quantity for all DCC merbers, and the briefings of the DEC by PUPS officers 

generally went fairly smoothly during the first round. PUPS officers, however, 

express sce concern about whether DEC re'bers fully ur e-stand Cvernment's 

rural-urain bYiLance strategy the criteriaanr fcr RT7r selection. There was very 
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little MKiD contact with the DCCs from the time the initial briefings were held 
to the time when the DCCs made their final selections.
 

Availeib]e evidence from minutes of DEC and 
 DOC meetings suggests that at 
least serP of the districts made an attempt to asuse the criteria instructed. 
For ePimrple, the &Jngoma DEC minutes of December 11, 1987 discuss in detail the 
briefing given by RUPS on the application of RI'C selection criteria. The
 
Kericho DCC minutes of December 
 21, 1987 and the Elgeyo Marakwet DEC minutes of 
April 18, 1983 discuss the selection of their respective RTPCs in light of the
 
criteria. 
 In some cases, the DCC and DEC minutes are not very detailed, but
 
other su porting information was 
 provided. For examzple, the 14.10 received a
 
letter datexd March 23, 1988 from the Kirinyaga (CC)
District Conmissioner 


detailing the reasons 
 for selecting Kutus their RrPC.as 


.n a few cases, there was 
 little or no documentation of the RTFC selection 
process. For exaiple, the minutes of the Kwale CDC meeting held on November 30, 

state1987 simply that "the DCC approved Kinango Trading Centre to be considered 
under this prcgrarne." Similarly, the Mandera DCC meeting minutes of December 7, 
1987 say only that the "DEC recorerndation that Rhamu qualifies for the Rural 
Trade and Prcfjuction Centre Prramre was ratified by the DDC." In both of these 
cass, district officers convinced MI D officers verbally that the centres chosen 
were the mr-ot appropriate ones for the RTPC prcgramme, but no written records of 
this exist except for brief notes in some DDFS field trip reports. 43 

It might be argued that strict adherence to the selection criteria by the 

DOCs is not' crucial to the success of the prcgraMna because all of the urban 
centres on the short list meet the basic criteria to some extent. Although the 

5AI of the minutes and ot-her d-,c z--en cited in this s.tion may be found 

on PMiJD File NO. EPD/AC 9/04. 
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DDs may not choose as :UFCs the centres that are "optimal" with respect to the 
selection criteria, any centre selected should meet the basic objectives of the 
pr-rjramr. LeivLng the final selection to the DDCs allows for increased local
 
political .articipation in accordance 
with District Focus for Rural Development. 
it al.rxf.. prnvides an opportunity for DOCs to use their generally superior
 

knowdlJge of the district to 
take into account factors not adequately included in 

the PUPS selction criteria. 

first-roundIn .wverra]. districts, there were significant delays on the part 

of a fr.-. Ur:; in selecting their RTPCs, but most DCCs had made their selection by 

the ertJ of 1087. None of the DCCs filed the formal report to k ,10 required by
 

the IM1PC prcrjramnue guidelines 
 for the purpose of justifying their selection of a. 

particular urban centre and their failure to select the other centres on the
 
short list. 4 6 As 
 noted above, DCC minutes and official letters sometimes served 

the pjrpyz4( of justifying their decision, but such substitutes in no case 
provided the level of analysis that was expected to be contained in the formal 

sel ct Lon report. 

Several first-rcund districts made selection decisions that demanded special 
action by DOFS. In April 1988, the Elgeyo MMaakwet DDC formlly recmmended as 
its RTPC a town (Kapsar) that was not on MPiD's short list. In the RUPS 
analysis, this wastown included in the hinterland of a nearby RT'PC candidate 
tcn. After additional data collection and site visits (including inspections of 
Kap-aar aryI the urban centres the shorton list) during the period June-

September .9,38, it was decided that RUTS had erred in not including Kajwar on 

the district's short list. On the basis of a report from the DCC and the 

*16rn future =curs off the pr-grre, a stLrad form -must s-ubmittod for 

tnis purpcc before f ,rtherL-pla.n'itation sttrp- car, be taken. 
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reconfrendation of RUPS officers, Kapsowar was ultimately approved as Elgeyo
 

arakwet's RTFC.
 

Pu-ngcm-J 
 District had trouble selecting an RTPC because of disagreement among 
meber., of Parliament sitting on the DOC. Each naturally wanted the IUTC located 
in his corLstituency to be selected, and was forthe DDC some time unable to
 
select one town 
 from the short list to benefit from the programne. During their 
visit to the district in August 1988, DOFS officers were infored by the District 
Develop ent Officer that a particular urban centre had been selected by the DCC, 
when this wz not the Ascase. the officers arrived at the "selected" RTPC, they 
were rrr-t by the MP areafor the in question, who proceeded to inform the visiting 
team about the package of investment projects that was needed in the RTPC. A
 
subsequent weeting with the IQ2, 
 the DCO, and the CC made it clear that the DC was 
also supporting the selection of this particular town. Despite repeated
 
requests over many months, the DCO 
 failed to submit the minutes of the DCC 

meeting at which the district's RTPC had supposedly been selected. The DDFS 
officers finally realized that they had not been fully informed of the actual 
situ;tion wher, the Per-.anent Secretary of MI;D received a copy of a letter from 
anothLer of the district's MPs to the Bungoma DC dated August 30, 1988 stating 
that the urb-in centre in question had never been approved by the DDC as an RrPC.. 
This mtter was not resolved until the November 1988 Bungoma DCC meeting, when 
the disputed centre was finally ratified as the district's RTPC.
 

Severn I lessons can be 
 learned from the above experiences. First, 
headquartern of ficers should not forget the District Focus assl-Tmticn that the 
memkers of the DCCs know the districts better than they do. If the DCC suggests 
a centre not on the Ministry's short list as an RTPC, it is in-ortant to 
investigate rather than reject their reccmnoer-dations. Secerd, ha:! the s.ilection 
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criteria been better defined and more accurately measured, it is unlikely that an 
ibrmortnnt JIFPC candidate centre would have been overlooked. Finally, MPND
 
officers m s.t carefully monitor the RTPC selection process 
 and insist on formal
 
verifiction from the DDC 
 of the selection of a particular centre as an RIPC
 
before ainy steps are taken 
 towards implementation. Political interference in the 
selction process cannot be eliminated, but MFND must do its best to ensure that 
the basic rules set forth by DOF are followed, so that the econmic and
 
erp].loyment gains anticipated by the RI'C 
 strategy can be realized. 

Idcrrtify-M_.th e ProLectPack ae
 

Districts funded by the DDF implement
to an R.PC are expected to begin the 
process of designL-g an investment package proposal as soon as pcssible after 

selecting their RTPC town. The package identification process is the
 

responsibility of the DCCs, 
 but as with FUPC site selection, the guidelines 
prepared by PUPS and DDFS and issued by MIND must be followed to ensure that the 
objectivez of the prograrve are met as fully as possible.
 

Mhe JC programme funds 
a set of projects as an investnent package. The 
ratiole for funding packages of investments is that, in order to enhance the 

productivity of an RTPC and its hinterland, a minimum package of basic 
interrelateJ infrastructure projects is required. Packages are expected to be 
designed to enhance the potential for increased agricultural productivity, the 
growth of nn-farm manufacturing and commercial ofactivities, and the creation 

productive job opportunities in small-scale businesses and micro-enterprises. 

RTPC investments are supposed to work towards relieving bottlenecks that 
impede growth and discourage private investrments in the RCPC town and its 
hinterland. Eyzrples of bottlenecks ircludu touir farn-to-market rt>ds, lack ofa 
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electricity or water, the absence of machinevy maintenance services or

inadequate facilities for the collection and marketing of farm 
produce.
 

Components of packages 
 may cover physical infrastructure as well as services 
designed to provide various kinds of support for farmers, traders and local
 
manufacturers. 
 Possible physical infrastructure package components might

include, for example, 
 water supply; power/energy supply, i.e., generators, solar,
bicgas, step-dcwn transformers, mall hydro-electric projects; storage facilities 
for grain or farm inputs, coolers for perishables; slaughter houses and
 
refrigeration; markets, stock auction yards, 
 bus-parks; town roads, stor=,ater 
drainage, and street lighting; all weather link roads; and, telephone and postal 
services. Rehabilitation or augmentation of existing facilities may be funded 
under the PTC programne. 

In addition to physical infrastructure, other components of an RTPC package
might involve a numdber of wide-ranging support measures, most of which may

require certain inputs 
 in addition to construction funding, such as technical
 
assistance 
 from ministries and nongoverrmintal organizations (NGOs). Examples
 
include: 
 organizing cooperatives to collect and market produce; setting up

educational 
programmes to train local entrepreneurs in business and technical
 
skills; and, 
 formning organizations representing local small-scale businesses or 
micro-en terprises. In some cases, such organizations and programres may already 
exist, but reforms in their policies and procedures may lead to removal of 
existing bottlenecks and further stimulate local economic activity.
 

DOF policy proscribes the 
funding of investments in administrative offices,
school-buildirrjs, health centres and other social service facilities. Projects
must be directly related to promoting the econcmic productivity of each area. 
Projecl ts Oimnitted by the CCCs -nich do r-o meet t rls re-quirerent are removed 

30
 



from the package proposal by DOFS. The only exception to this MPND guideline 

restricting DOF funding of social service facilities is that dispensaries 

designed to meet basic medical needs may be funded in areas where no facilities 

of this nature exist within a reasonable dist'nce. 

It was originally intended that the DOF would fund consultants to work with 

the DCCs to identify the = project packages in each district to ensure that 

the requirements of the RTPC prcgrme would be met. Curing initial visits to 

participating districts by RUPSa team in September-November of 1987 to explain 

the procedures for selecting RTPC tcns, the DECs strongly indicated that they 

preferred that the packages be designed by district-level officers from relevant 

ministries, with consultants to be used only at the discretion of the DOCs. In 

response to this request, the MI4D decided in January 1988 to make limited 

fuzing available to the DCCs to assist thezm in identifying 1F=C project 

packages. While there are no particular ceilings specified, this funding only 

covers expenses directly related to the necessary fiel(work, such as petrol 

expenzs aryJ night out allcuances for district and ministry officers involved in 

the exercise. 

In order to secure funding for this exercise, the District Cmmmissioners- are 

required under official MPND guidelines to prepare a detailed budget for 

submission to DOFS. Several districts took -advantage of this funding during the 

first rourrl of the RIPC programre, and approved budgets were funded by an AIE 

issued to the District Development Officer. 

As initial investent packages for the selected IZPCs were being identified 
by the DCC-., field trips were made to each participating first-round district by 

DOFS staff during the period June-September 1988. Preliminar y packages were 

revie4ere L/ the hbadcuat-es officers to ensure that ccrq-ne:-.L projects were 
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basically consistent with the programme's objectives and that the total cost of 

the packa je was kept more or less within the R= funding limit of Ksh. 15 

million. Sugiestions were made regarding inappropriate projects and missing 

projects that seemed to be needed area. In the DOCsin the some cases, had 

clearly done the required work, and a reasonable RTC package was being 

recommended. 4 7  In a few cases, social halls, schools, and other ineligible 

facilities were recommended, and these were removed frcm the package. 4 8 

Cespite being well briefed, most districts initially paid little attention 

to the RTVC funding ceiling, so that most packages came in far over budget. The 

most extreme example is Rhamu (Mandera District, Northeastern Province), where a 

package estimated to cost five times the ceiling was originally proposed, and 

much time and effort was required to scale it down to a realistic package. 

Inadequate consultation with intended beneficiaries of RTPC projects was a 

problem in sane districts when investment package plahs were being drawn up. In 

the Suneka RTFCC (Kisii District, L4yanza Province), for example, market users 

actually confronted the DOFS/DDC team that was walking around the RTI' town to 

look at the sites proposed for specific projects. On the basis of an impronptu 

meeting with these market users and followup investigations, the specifications 

4 7 0ne of the most difficult aspects of briefing district officials
convincing them that the DC had control 

was 
over the use of RTPC programne fundingonly to the extent that their project proposals fell within the programme

objectives and guidelines. For example, in the first round of RI'rs, the BungomaDCC originally discussed dividing the DOF allocation for their district among
several centres. During preliminary visits for the second round, officers in
Wajir District proposed improving water supplies in several urban centres rather
than providing a package of investments in a single centre. In this latter case,the district's proposal in part reflects the problems involved with having toinclude an ASAL district which receives inadequate development assistance in a programe that was originally designed for high potential districts. 

48FieLd reports on the trips to the first-round =lTCs, including
reccrmidcrations for changes in project packages, are found in MLnistry CL
Plannirng aryl National Development File No. EPD/AC 9/04. 
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and the site of the market being built as an RTPC project were modified. 
In the end, there was good cooperation between the DCCs and MPID on project 

package identification in most districts, and field reports and DIC minutes 
indicate general satisfaction with the packages agreed upon informally during 
DOFS field visits. 4 9 The process would have moved more snmoothly, however, if 
districts had worked within the funding ceiling and provided MRND with written 
justification of the proposed invest-ent package. 

D_-npite the reasonable results of package identification in the first round 
of the RrPC prograrme, a number of issues must be more adequately dealt with in 
subsequent r-Ounls. First, more emmasis should be placed on formally defining
 
the RTPC 
 hinterland and identifying bottlenecks in rural-urban linkages. These 
are central to the basic objectives of the programne, and they need to be more
 
strongly highLighted. 
 Better briefing materials for the DCCs, more frequent
 
field visits and imvroved 
monitoring by headquarters staff, and better research
 
by MFND or consultants is required. 5 0
 

49Ln sa,,v_ cases, the districts were actually more attentive to following upthe DOFM field visits than DOFS staff were. For example, DDFS staff madevisit to Kutus (Kirinyaga District, a field 
wrote 

Central Province) on July 14, 1988. The D[Oa letter to DOFS on July 18, 1988 detailing what had beenthe agreed on during 
tasks. 

field visit and which officers had assumed responsibility for particularAlthaigh DOFS staff always filed internal trip reports after such visits,' no zse were letters sent by DOFS
and dei6lines 

to the districts outlining responsibilitiesthat had been agreed upon over
general letter was sent to 

the phone or iii field visits. Aall first-round RTPC districts in October 1988reminding them to finish any outstanding tasks they had taken resporibility for. 
50rultants did one in-dcpth study of rural-urban exchange in Kutus(Kirinyaga District, Central Province), one of the first-round RIPC districts(Bendavid-Val, et. al., 1988). Additional research of this nature in otherdistricts wold help MPND to identify the sites where RTC inv ets wouldyield the greatest benefits. Such research also assist in identifying thetypes of inventments can 

exchange. 
that have the greatest potential to stimulate rural-urban 

1987 
The Director of Planning wrote to the US.kUD Director Noveberrequesting discussions on funding on 27,for additional RTPC studies.followup has occi-red No forrmalto date, but MKRJD is currently reviving the pcL-uczplanning for an extended researsh progqraxe. 

of 
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Secor, the focus of the first-round RTPCs has been exclusively on physical 
infrastructure. While such projects are undeniably necessary, certain
 
institutional 
 factors, such as the existence of suitable technical assistance
 
progranm, the availability of credit, 
 and effectively functioning cooperative
 
societies, m-y be just as 
important to the economic success of the R area.
 
Institutional development is 
 more difficult than the construction of projects,
 
and MRWD has little experience in implementing such projects. 
 In the future,
 
more effort should be placed 
on evaluating the need for institutional
 
infrastructure in RI'Fcs. Coordination with the Small Enterprise Sector 
Prcgramue 
and cosultation with other ministries, such as the Ministry of Co-operative
 
Developxmnt 
 and the Ministry of Technical Training and Applied Technology, will
 
be required. 
 In some areas, it will be desirable to get NGOs involved, and it
 
may be fecn.s.-a 
 for districts and the MPWD to hire outside consultants. 

Tbird, the issue of whether DOF funds be usedcan to acquire land for C
 
projects necds to be reviewed in a options 
paper. The project identification 

guidelines sent to DCs, the Office of the President, and the Permanent 
Secretaries of all ministries in November 1987 clearly state that DOF funding can 
be used, where necessary, for this purpose. 5 1 A team from DOFS noted land 
compesation as a potential problem during its field trips to all RTPC sites 
during the period July-Septenber 1988.52 The team was concerned that much of the 
1RPC ftindiryj might go to land acquisition in a few of the initial districts, 
leaui.ng insufficient funds for infrastructual and institutional development, the 
main purpoce of the progra~mme. In urban centres where people are aware that a 
new develc-irmnt proramme is to be started, land speculation is likely to occur. 

5 1 Folio 12, Part A, ?IRID File No. EPD_/AC 9/04. 

5 2 Folio 78, Part A, File No.HI fD EPD/AC 9/04. 
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owners who know that their land is a probable site for a donor-funded public
 
project. tay b jin to develop the 
land to drive up the required comr'sation
 

level.
 

D1-pite several internal meetings 
on the issue in Septamber and October of 
1988 and a generally negative feeling among MPND officers about over-using DOF
 
funds for land compensation, no formal decisions 
were taken about this issue, so 

that the districts quite reasonably assumed that the original guidelines 
permitting land coensation from DOF funds remained in effect. In the Mwingi 
RfPC (Kitui District, Eastern Province), where land was a particularly 

significant constraint, DOFS had been aware since July 1988 that land 
ccmpensation was being requested. When their package proposal was finally
 

submitted, t2he district asked only for about 
 three percent of their total RIPC
 

allocation to acquire land for few
a key projects in the urban centre. After 
monthls withiout formally replying on this matter, M4PtJD aenied permission to use 

DOF fundzs for land compensation in March 1989. 5 3 

Tie stated rationale for rnaY-xg land acquisition ineligible for DOF funding 

is thi-it thr Sixth Naticnal Develoomrnt Plan, 1989-93, which was issued subsequent 
to the initial RTPC guidelines, calls for greater reliance on cost-sharihg, so 
that the cost of land acquisition, in the spirit of cost sharing, should be 
expected to be borne by the Districts, local authorities, or beneficiaries of the 
RIT-C proj-.tt-. It is not at all clear that this is a reasonable application of 
the cost-sharing principle, or of the intent of the Plan, which focuses on cost 
sharing in terms of extendirg the use of user charges for cost recovery in the 

53 A letter from MIRD to the Kitui DC dated 9th March 1989 o.. File No.EPD/AC 9/04 states "categorically that no such compensation (for land) could bepaid out or rX)F funds," and that unless the is-ue were 0r-sclvc' straight a'w 
S-di to benefit from 

, 
the

"the !{inizty would be fcrce to reccmr,.end another district, 
_.toen 
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fields of heith, education, water supply, agriculture, and transport. 

More importantly, it could be argued that certain types of projects, such as 

markets, must be located in particular parts of urban centres to be successful. 

There are a number of recent cases of donor-funded markets and busparks in small 

Kenyan townus, e.g., the USAID Small Towns Programme-funded market in Kitui Town, 

failin j because they were not located in a part of town where people use them. 5 4 

This 1'xing the case, it may not be prudent for the DOF to prohibit absolutely the 

use of DOF funds for land acquisition. There may be cases where the districts 

are genuinely unable to purchase the land required for a particular project, and 

the omission of that project or its construction in a non-optimal location could 

undermine thie integrated packlage concept of the RTPC programme. 

Wether DOF is finally permitted to fund land acquisition for rPC projects 

or not, a clear lesson to be learned from what happened with the first group of 

RTPCs is that it is generally counter-productive to change rules in the middle of 

the implementation process when various actors have already made plans under the 

existing rules. It is certainly reasonable to expect that, in the cour-e of 

implementing a new programme, experience will generate a number of new insights 

into how the rules and procedures could be improved. Such insights should be 

used to redesign and improve guidelines for future rounds of the programme. 

Suddenly changing the rules for current participants in mid-process, however, 

disrupts the implementation process, and may generate an unhealthy mistrust for 

the DOE on the part of district officials. 5 5 

54 For r)re information, 4e Alder, et. al. (1988). 
5 5Alticgh the situation has been brought under control, MPIU had difficalt 

relations with the Kitui DCC for some time, largely as result of MKPOa actions 
on the laryl isz-ue. On Acril 5, 1989, the Kitui CC ,.rcte to I'MD statingrhat "in 
the initial meeting, 3t was indicated that some DOF money could be used to 
purdcv:ie larl. The change in policy was not counicated to us." Several 
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Fourth, another problem encountered in 1 package identification and 

planning that requires decisive action is the frequent unavailability of 

reazonibly up-to-date physical development plans for many small towns and urban 

centres. In a number of cases, there are no plans at all. In other cases, the 

plans too da.ted to be useful. The physical plans for many of the RTPC tmws 

visited by RUPS and DOFS teams date back to the early 1970s, a few even to the 

1960s. 'hus, they do not portray significant development that has occurred 

during the p[ast 15 or 20 years, during which the country's population has 

doubled. Theze physical plans have been or are revisedbeing for current RIrPCs, 

but they need to be updated more generally if they are to serte as a useful 

planning tool for the imlemrentation of future RTPC invest,_ent packages and other 

types of develocent projects. 

Fifth, ways must be found to assist and encourage the district 

administration and ccunty council officers to improve the management of 

develorrant activities in sall towns and urban centres. Development is 

haphazard in some towns and centres, making proper planning difficult or 

impossible. DOFS and RMIPS officers have witnessed cases in which individuals 

have constructed buildings on county council land without permission from the 

council, and no action has been taken by the council in response. Headquarters 

officers have also seen permanent and semi-permanent structures constructed on 

lary] tlat, according to the District Physical Planner, had officially been 

rescrved for road construction. In one instance, there was a building on part of 

the rmad reserve of the main highway that had a telephone post rising frcm its 

centre. If land is to be used properly in order to best serve the interests of 

letters have also beym received frcm the Kitui DC to r'_gister cc-plaiits about
the way DIOFZ has been hndlirq certain aspects of the RTPC mplerentaticn process. 
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local ecoranic development, this type of haphazard physical development must be 

controlled by district or local authority officials. Resources spent on 
plarning are wasted if efforts are not made to ensure that the plans are being
 

followed.
 

Forgl Prqparatin of the TZPC Pacoge 

The DOC is expected to follow offici:A guidelines and procedures when 

preparjrr an RTPC package proposal for submission to MFND.56 All proposed 

projects must be in support of the rural-urban balance strategy and strengthen 

rural-urban linkages ad the economic productivity of the RTFC town and its 

hinterland, according to the criteria and considerations outlined earlier. The 

DCC must be able to justify each package ccmponent on these grounds, and must 

provide basic information to the DOF. 

There are tndo sets of forms for FCPC project package proposals which are 

expected to be submitted by the DCC to MP0D for review and approval. Some of the 

information requested will not be relevant for all RIPCs, but the DC is expected 

to include all information which relates to their desired RTPC package. 

The first form is submitted after the DC has identified a prelimiraiy 

package of investments for their RTPC. The following information is requested: 

1. A listing of the proposed package of investments in order
 
of priority;
 

2. Preliminary cost estimates for each component of the
 
package;
 

3. Preliminary justification for each package compnent; 

4. Identification of the local authority, ministry, or agency 

56Vher- uidelines were issued by MRO to first-round R-C districts on 

March 15, 1089. They are on ME41D File No. EPO/AC 9/04. 
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to be responsible for recurrent costs and the subsequent operation
and maintenance of each component of the project package; 

5. Information on the availability of public land for REPC
 
projects and the existence of a physical development plan for the
 
RFrpC town; and,
 

6. Information on the existence of desia' s for the desired
 
IrPC projects and an indication of assistance required by the
 
district to design and cost projects, either in the form of

funding for district officers to do the work or for hiring
consultants. 

The second form that participating RTPC districts must submit to MPND is the 

formal application for disbursement of DOF funds for RIPC project construction. 

The following information is required: 

1. Cetailed capital cost estimates for all components, and,

if applicable, revenue estimates;
 

2. Inform.ation on the specifics of each c-cmaonent, progress
to date, with preliminary tasks such as land acquisition, and
 
details on the financing of recurrent costs;
 

3. For ncn-infrastructural cca-onents of the package, the DCC 
.stidentif the nature and possible sources of non-financial 

inputs. and resources required to wake the project operational.

For eyaimle, if a training programme is consicered necessary for
 
the RTPC package, the type of progrirre should be identified, and
 
sixggesti.ons might be made about which facility it would take place

in and how it might be staffed;
 

4. For rehabilitaticn of existing infrastructure or
facilities, details are to be provided about the existing facility
and the rature and extent of the renovations that will be required 
to restore the facility or convert it to a new use; 

5. Ditails on project management responsibilities and plans

for teryJering for construction; and,
 

6. A sequencing for the implementation of the investment
 
package and a tentative schedule for the implementation of each
 
caTponcnt.
 

This forma. application for disburement of DOF funds must be accompanied by a 

feasibility 5t-tement, detaiied design drawings, full costings, and oills of 
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quantities for each project in the RTPC investrent package. 
A preliminary assessment of the economic viability of the components of the 

investment package must be part of the feasibility study conducted for each 

component of the RTPC investment package. 5 7 An asses.-ment of the degree to which 

these projects are expected to be self-financing is required. Obviously not all 

projects should he expected to generate income, but fee-for-service type 

facilities should generally not be built if they cannot raise enough revenue to 

finance their operation. 

Gven the difficulties of measuring benefits and the limitations of existing 

data, the justification of the project package is expected to be largely 

qualitative, or measured in terus of whatever information is available to the 

districts. For example, although it would be very difficult for district 

officers to measure the direct impact of investments on changes in agricultural 

production and informal sector activity, it would be possible to estimate the 

number of b--eficiaries who will be served by a package component, e.g., the 

number of hr'jeseholds and businesses who will receive electricity or water, the 

number of sellers who will receive stalls in a market, the number of 

entrepreneurs who will benefit from training programme,a the number of acres of 

arable farmland within reach of rural access roads, or the number of farmers to 

benefit from a cooperative society. In Iater stages of the RTC planning and 

implementation process, it may be possible to justify the package components and 

estimate their impact more objectively and accurately. 5 8 

5 7The feasibility studies can be conducted by district officers, officers 
of operatirq ministries, or consultants. The Ministry of Local Goverrnnent and
Physical Planning conducted feasibility studies for all markets, busparks and 
slaughterhouses proposed in all first-round RTPCs. 

-9111o detailed guidelLnes have been is=ued to the first-rou-d distric 
instructing them how to conduct basic feasibility studies. In future rounds of 
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The process of prioritizing projects in the package also poses certain
 
difficulties. It 
 is not expe-ted that formal analysis will be undertaken, for 
example, by making direct camparisons between projects based on monetary
 
estimates of net benefits or benefit-cost ratios. Thus, the comparison and
 
rankiqg is expected to be done 
 in terms of a largely qualitative assessment of 
the cocmpnent- of the package. This includes such asfactors the project's
 
potential 
to renmve existing bottlenecks in production and distribution of goods 
and services, its impact on strengthening rural-urban linkages, its contribution 

to the development priorities of the district, and the capacity of the
 
il'stitutions involved to implement the project in 
a timely manner and operate it 

after construction. 

Determining the cost of particular projects and their potential to generate 
income will not be easy in the preliminar, stages of RrPC pac.kage justification. 
However, it is certainly possible to make rough estimateh of costs and revenues
 

based on the experiencz 
 of other local authorities, available information on 
costs of materials and professional fees, and the expected use of particular
 
facilities. 
 Every effort is expected to be made to be as accurate as possible to 

facilitate gocd decision-making. 

After an RTPC package is submitted by a district for foaml approval by 
MPITf, DOFS officers are supposed to review the package carefully to ensure that 
it meets the objectives of the RIPC programme and the needs of the particular 

the F= prog-ramme, participating districts will be provided with manualsprepared by the Ministry of Lical Government and Physical Planning. Thesemanuals detail the project implementation process, frm the planning andfeasibility analysis phase to the construction and maintenance phases. Inaddition, DOS is developing seminars for district officers who are significantlyinvolved in the RTPC i-mpl:. _ntaticn process. Th-ese will bc held after t1,edistricts have selected their RTIPC sites, but before the process of investnent
package identification begins. 
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R'C in question. Although brief site visits were made to all RZIPC site, as
 

discussed above, 
 the package review process was very informal for the first round 
of RTPCs. As of September 1989, none of the first round R districts have
 
submitted the required forms, which were sent to them on July 22, 1988, 
 or made
 
any written attempt to provide the required information outlined above. 5 9
 

Enfordexent of this requirement by DOFS has been poor. 
 Without proper
 

justification of the package through at least sinple feasibility analysis, 
 DOF
 

resources may not be spent productively. 6 0
 

MTC Irrvestyt Packaqe Implcrenrrttion Overview
 

The selection of RUPC 
 districts and sites and the identification of project 
packages are only the first steps in a long implementation process that 

culminates in project construction. Although thorough feasibility studies were 
generally not conducted, as discussed above, packages have been finalized and 

designs ard costings are complete for all of the first-round RICCs. 
Construction has not yet begun in any district, but tender documents have been 
prepared for most RTFC projects, and prequalification of contractors for 

construction of RTPC projects is essentially complete. 6 1 

59A few districts, such as Kitui on April 15, 1988 and Elgeyo Marakwet onJuly 12, 1988, wrote letters to MPND listing their proposed packages, but nojustification was included. In other cases, packages were listed in DDC minutes.In most cases, package justification was provided verbally to DOFS officers when
they visited the field. 

6 0 1t must be acknowledged that there awere number of problems with theforms that first-round RTPC districts were expected to return. Major revisionshave been ma3de to the forms for use in subsequent rounds, and instructions for
their use have been substantially improved. 

6 1An advertisement was placed in the Kenya Times in June 1989 requesting
replies from contractors interested in being considered for eligibility toconstruct RITC projects. Forty contractors had submitted their credentialsdirectly to MRND as of the closing date, and ­a nuz-,*- of contractoi s smitted 
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Design of RrPC Pack 

According to the F= programme guidelines, the DCC must produce a formal 

design of the package components after an RIP package is approved by MFD. 

Wherever possible, designs already prepared by operating ministries are expected 

to be used. If none exist, district officers from sectoral ministries are 

expect-xd to do conent design and costing. 6 2 If this were beyond their 

capacit-, it was agreed that consultants would be hired with DOF funds at the 

dis-cretion of the DOC. 

Progress with costing and designs, which should have been proceeding since 

July of 1988, moved very slowly, largely for the reasons outlined earlier with 

respect to the generally slowi pace of programme implementation. Several 

districts were particularly slow in moving forward the required activities 

because of their limited capacity and the need to attend to other priorities. 

All districts had promised to have their designs and costings completed by 

particular dates. Some districts had submitted nothing to MRID as long as one 

year after the dates they had agreed to. 6 3 

their credentials to DCs. A registry of eligible contractors has been prepared
with the assistance of the Ministry of Public Works, including 9 road works 
contractors, 15 water works contractors and 28 building works contractors. 
Several more contractors are likely to be added to the registry on the advice of 
the inistr* of Public Works. 

r2This is one of the stages at which better working relationships between 
MPTD and other operating ministries, such as the Ministry of Water Development, 
the Ministry of Local Governmcnt and Physical Planning, the Ministry of Public 
Works, and the Ministry of Transport and Camiunications, wouild have been 
extrrsavely productive. Instead, the early design process was handled largely at 
the district level. Had MWD worked more closely with other ministries, it is 
likely that more designs would have been produced by ministries, and it may not 
have been ree_ ssary to turn virtually the entire design process over to consultants. 

6 3 For exrple, a letter froi, the Pro-incial Planning officer (FPO)Western Province to M-FND dated April 28, 1988 states that designs for the
of 
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HeadCquarters also substantially contributed to costing and design delays.
 
Aside from occasional 
phone calls to the D(Cs which were not formally recorded, 
little implementation followup by DOFS officers was made for a period of many
 
months. Inadequate follcwup occurred 
 to some extent because particular districts 
were waiting for MFND to make decisions about specific issues, e.g., funding to
 
help districts meet extraordinaxry expenses incurred 
in preparing the designs 6 4 ,
 
provision of a list of consultants eligible 
to help the districts design projecr-ts 
for which they did not have the capacity6 5, etc. Despite repeated attempts by
 
DDFS officers 
to move for-ward, these decisions were simply not taken for a long
 
period of time, so 
that district officials were waiting on MFND as much as or
 

more 
 than MRID was waiting on them. 

Kimilili RrPC projects in &ungoma District would be submitted by May 31,No designs had been received 1988.from this district by the time consultants wereappointed in April 1989. In other cases, the information promised was notadequate to meet generally accepted standards. For exaKple, letter from theaDDO of Kirinyaga District dated July 20, 1988 states that designs and costingsfor the proposed water supply and pcwer connection projects in the Kutus RTFCwould be c-mpleted within six weeks. Although the District Water Officer sent asubmission to DOFS on September 9, 1989, it included only a bill of quantitiesfor the water project with no detailed drawings of the design on which the bill
of quantities was presuriably based.
 
6 4 For example, Elgeyo Marakdet District submitted on September 22, 1989 

(Folio 100, Part A, File No. EPC/AC 9/04) a request for seed money totallingKsh.29,600 to help finance RIT'C project designs in Kaps47ar. The AIE (NI DOF820/1/88/89) -berfor this seed money was not released to the DOO until February 22,1989, despite the fact that procedures for releasing DOF funds had been outlinedsince April 1988 (Folio 62, Part A, File No. EPQ/AC 9/04). In November 1988, theKwale DDO submitted designs for the Kinango RTPC water supply to MPND for review.No action was taken by DOFS because procedures for formal review of suchsubmissions had not been approved by MID. 
65It was agreed in early 1988 that MPND would prepare a register ofconsultants eligible to cost and design RTPC projects and forward to thedistricts for their use in tendering for design and cost work which 

it 
the districtsdid not have the capacity to ccplete. The register was done ove!,: a severalmonth period in late 1988 with the assistance of the Ministry of Public Works.Despite the fact that the Perm'anent Secretary of 1Z1.3D approved the register cnDecember 9, 19 8 (File No. EPD/AC 1'04), it .-as never sent tj the dis-ri(z=, andit was rnver used until Mro began appointing consultants in April 1989. 
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The situation was further complicated by internal organizational problems 

within MPID. After the MPND RIPC Task Force stopped meeting in July 1987, there 

was no clear mechanism for formally waking policy and disseminating information 

on R PC planning and implementation procedures, and there were problem regarding 

coordination of headquarters officers working on RTPC implementation. 6 6 

Furthermore, MRND was not vigorously following up certain options for advancing 

RF=C iTlementation67 , and some problems resulted from frequent staffing and 

leadership changes in both RJPS and DOFS during the 1987-89 period. 

A major burst of activity in the design and costing of RI'C projects 

occurred in March/April 1989, when it came to the attention of senior (OK 

officials that RTPC funds which had been appropriated for the 1987/88 financial 

year had not yet been expended. As the 1989/90 budget speech approached with 

still little progress to report on the implementation of the RIFC programme, 

additional pressure began to mount for some action to be taken immediately. 

In response to the urgency of the situation, a decision was taken by the 

66 There has been a problem in MDIPD with decisions about RE'C implementation
being taken and ccrrrnunicated to the districts by MOD officials without 
headquarters officers working on those districts being informed. This has led to 
a number of situations in which DOFS officers have gone into the field without 
knowing that certain decisions had been taken regarding the districts they were 
visiting. Not only is this embarrassing for the officers, but it creates the
impression among district officials that the officers administering the DOF are 
poorly organized and do not know what they are doing. This can lead to 
unproductive relationships between DOFS and district officials. 

6 7 For e-xample, it had been informally decided for some time that the 
Ministry of Local Goverm t and Physical Planning would be asked to undertake 
feasibility studies of markets, busparks and slaughterhouses because of their 
extensive experience on these types of projects through the USAID-sponsored Small 
Towns Development Progranre. MPND delayed discussing this formally with MflGPP 
for so long that the Economic Planning Department of MLGP eventually contacted 
MPND before they were formally asked to do this work. Additional delays were
caused by the fact that MIGPP requested DOF funding to cover expenses incurred by
their officers in doing the feasibijity studie L_ ,;,r-tur1998, but did nct 
receive the AIE until Februazy 1989. 
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Ministry of Finance (MOF) at the rquest of MND to speed up the inplementation 
process by waiving for the first-roun-dI of rIcs Goverrument requirements for
 
competitive bids on 
development projects. 68 MPND was authorized to appoint
 
Nairbi-based engineering/actectural 
 consulting firms to do detailed designs 
and costings for projects that had not already been designed in each of the
 
fir t-roun-j RrpC districts 69 
 Each 	consultant received a letter from MPND
 
inviting them 
to visit a particular district on a specific date to meet with
 
officials from DOFS 
 and the DCCs. On the basis of that meeting, the consultants 
were expected to prepare a proposal for an RIPC design and costing consultancy. 

District Focus and RTPC programme guidelines requiring consultation with the 
DCCs on the appointment of consultants were also circumvented to speed up the
 
implementation process. 
 DOCs were not consulted as to the need for hiring design
consultants or as to their satisfaction with the specific consultants assigned to 
them. Each district simply received a letter from MWD stating that a particular 
consultant had been appointed to work on RTPC designs and costings in their
 
district, and a on
date which the consultants were to visit the district was
 

given.
 

The 
 appointment of these consultants has raised a number of issues that need 
to be considered carefully before the design stage is reached for the next group 

6 8 This occurre- right around the time that ahad finally been prepared, list of qualified consultantsallegedly to be forwardedevent 	 to the districts in thethat 	they wanted to hire consultants to assist with the design and costingof RrP projects. Details of MPND's justification for requesting exemption fromestablished tendering procedures are not available because the request to MOF wasmade 	 on a confidential file. 
69A PreqLalification process to identify consultants meeting the minLmumrequiremrnts of the Ministry of Public Works wason specific RTPCs 	 conducted. Appointnents to workwere 	 then made

requirements. 	 from the list of consultants who met theseFourteen of 43 prequalification applicants werejoint review by the MID and the Ministr I 	
accepted afterof Public Works, a.d several additiorl.con-ultants were 	addea suGeueni-ly. 
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of RITCs. First, the draft DDF Handbook, which has served as a guide to MPID 

officers sinc December 1987, states that "PTPC project packages must be
 

designed and costed, 
 either by operating ministries or consultants hired by the 

DCC through the District Tender Board." A circular on R inplementation sent 
by the Permanent Secretary of MPND to the permanent secretaries of all operating 

ministries on November 27, 1987 (Folio 29, Part A, File No. EPD/AC 9/04) states 

that "wherever possible, designs prepared by operating ministries should be used. 

Where none exist, consultants will be funded by the DOF through the District 

Tender Boards to do conponent design and costing.,, 7 0 During DOFS field trips and 

meetings in Nairobi, district officials were continually given the impression by 

headquarters staff that it wxLld be the responsibility of the DOCs to decide if 

consultants would be required to design and cost the entire RIPC package or 

particular ccarnents of it. instead, without discussion with district officials 

or DOFS officers, MKRD wrote letters to DCCs informing them to expect specific 

consultants on a particular date. 7 1 

More problematic than the appoint_-ent of consultants by headquarters, which 
undoubtedly will have the desirable effect of increasing the pace of EFC 

imlementation, is the fact that the consultants were hired without contracts 

detailing terms of reference. 7 2 Each consultant hired by MPND simply received a 

70This point is repeatedly set forth in RTPC programme procedural documentsin MR D File No. EPO/SC 237/417/01 and File No. EPD/AC 9/04. 

71This generated a number of informal and formal cmplaints from severaldistricts. For example, the Kitui District Commissioner wrote to MPND on April5, 1989 (Folio 80, Part B, File No. EPO/AC 9/04) in protest: "We in the Districtwere made to believe that we were the ones to choose the consultants follwing
your reca~mdations. You went ahead and picked the consultants without 
consulting the DOC or the DEC." 

7 2The-e contracts were finally prepared, reviewed by the Attorney General's
Office, and signed by all parties in late June 1989, but mnst of the dasign work 
had been completed by this tire. 
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letter stating that the firm was being comnssioned to design and cost an MIC 
package consisting of particular projects. With the promise that a contract
 
would be forthcoming, a 
listing of the required projects was provided without the 
usual specifications, and a deadline for completion of the work was specified. 
No reference in the appointment letter is made to the role of the DDC or the
 
superisor responsibilities of MPND 
 in working with the consultants to ensure 
that the needs of the district and the objectives of the R programme are net. 
In addition, the consultants were not always properly briefed by MPND regarding 
inplementition problems in particular districts. 7 3
 

Aside from 
 the obvious legal and financial problems to which MPND exposes
 
itself when it 
 requests a consultant to provide a service without specific terms 
of reference in a proper contract, some problems arose in the field. In a
 
number of cases, the consultants initially proceeded 
with their work without
 
working closely with 
relevant district officials, azd*DOs from several districts 
inforrally complained to headquarters officers. It seems that some consultants
 
were intent on 
designing all of the first-round RTPC package projects frm
 
scratch, en/en 
 those that had already been designed in full in part byor 

distric-t-] vel officials 
fom particular line ministries.
 

The various problems outlined above were 
 eventually worked out, and a 
package of projects has been designed for each 1RPC so as to satisfy the both the 
districts and I4PND. 7 4 It is clear from the preceding discussion, hoever, that 

were 
7

not 
3 For 

informed 
eyamxrle, the consultants working the Mwingi RFPC (Kitui District)on

about the serious problems with land availability for certain
RTPC package components. 

7 4 ne correspondce
File EPO/AC 9/04 

among mipi, MpIJ, the districts and the consultants on(Part D) suggests that,relationship was eventually developed 
in most cases, a cooperative workingamong the various partiesirplemv-ntaticn. irrolved in RITPCBy late Sep.:ert-2r 19,9, all first-;ound CDCs ha approvcddesigns and costirs for their R projects. 
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the early stages of the RFlC implementation process could have been better 

plannml and executed. Neither headquarters nor district officials have been 

doing the tasks for whic.h they are responsible in anything approaching a timely 

manner. MIf D has yet to issue a detailed set of procedures and policies for
 

RrPC implementation, 
 and sane of those which exist have been arbitrarily
 

altered. 7 5  Furthermore, decisions are sometimes taken without a 
sufficient
 

understaryling and balanced discussion of the issues 
involved, and these decisions 

are not effectively ccmmnicated to either district officials or relevant DDFS 

off i.cers. Indeed, conflicting information has been conmunicated to the 

districts, at times undermining the impleentation work that they have 

undertaken. Finally, caimnication and coordination with other ministries that 
have a key role to play in RTPC implementation has been highly inadequate, and it 

has tended to cccur only when MID requires the assistance of a particular 

ministry. Although this situation has improved, procedures for interministerial 

cooperation on F= inlementation have not been formalized. 

Allocntion of DOF Funds to Participatinq TD': Districts 

In a given year, the allocation of DOF funds among the districts is supposed 

to be based on the costing of RIPC project packages. As discussed earlier, the 

RI'PC programme funds a group of projects for a given centre. Because of 
different infrastructure and service needs, RIPC package components may vary 
signifi.cantly and, therefore, mightso a given centre's allocation of DOF funds. 

For this reason, it is not possible to determine in advance precisely what the 

actual allocation per district will be in a particular financial year, although 

7 5DFS is currently working on a procedural handbook and a detailed
inpmlemo-ntaticn schedule for subsequent rounds of the programme. 
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it is presumed that the districts will generally trzy to use the maximm amount of 
fun !s available to them. Given the total allocation of funds for the first round 
of rPCs and the number of Rr?2s to be funded, it was decided that the ceiling 
for any given RTPC package would be in the neighborhood of Ksh. 15 million, with 
the expectation that most districts would design a package worth this amount. In 
fact, most of the eight first-round RIPCs are costed at closer to Kih. 20 
million, which initial donor funding should just be able to cover.
 

1he various DOFS visits to the 
first group of RI'Cs during the past year
 
have raised an important funding allocation issue that has not been 
 fully
 
settled. Contrary 
 to the initial selection guidelines discussed earlier, many of 
the initial RTPCs have been missing, in addition to other izt~rtant facilities, 

at least one or two vital, large-scale types of infrastructure, such as an 

adequate water supply, electricity, or all-weather roads. 7 6 Projects of this
 
nature are 
often extremely expensive to undertake, suggesting that, if the DOF 

financ,-s- tiem, t1here will not be much money left over for other projects needed 
in a given R'rC. This may be legitimate in a case where much basic 
infrastructure is alreadl in place and the lack of one or two major types is the 
principal bottleneck to the take-off of the local economy. In other cases, 

however, additional projects will clearly be required for the programme 

interventions to have the desired effects. Without them, the water supply or 

all-weather roads provided under the prograne may improve the town and the 

7 6 C0r- of the criteria for early RTPC candidates is supposed to be that thetown only lacks a few types of infrastructure. In many of the towns selected asfirst-round RrPCs, isthis clearly not the case. A majority of them requiresignificant improvement of roads and augmentation of their water supply. Four ofthe eight (FKapscwar in Elgeyo Marakdet District, Kipkelion Kerichoin District,Sunekia in Kisii District, and Rhamu in Mardera District) lack electricity, andseveral others require extension of electricity lines. Virtually all of thefirst-rourxi RrZ-s also requested -.T-re c 'birticn of markets, 1uzars,slaughterhouscs, livestock auction/holding facilities, and grain storage silos. 
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quality oE life for its inhabitants, but the RTPC programme objective of greater 

economic growth will not necessarily be realized in the area. 

'Me lack of basic infrastructure in most first-round Rs suggests that the 

criteria may have not been applied as carefully in the 1987 RUPS surveys as they 

shotld have been, or that RUPS officers have not carefully defined what 

constitutes "a few major types of infrastructure." Lacking a buspark and market 
is obvioLsly not the same as lacking water and electricity. Of course, it is 

possible that most of the towns that would otherwise be eligible as RTPC 

candidates lack much basic infrastructure. It may simply be the case that most 

of the smaller urban centres in the rural areas do not have much infrastructural 

development and that even existing facilities require extensive and costly 

rehabilitation or augmentation. 

If it is true that the towns with most of their major infrastructure are 
few and far between, Ksh. 15-20 million is probably not a sufficient level of 

funding to provide many of the small urban centres in high-potential rural areas 

with the mLnimum infrastructure required to stimulate rural-urban exchange 

significantly. it thus bemay necessary to consider increasing the funds 

available to individual RI'Cs. Options to do so would include: first, looking 

for ways for the DOF and the relevant DCC to cooperate formally with other 

funding sources, such as operating ministries (e.g., inistry of Water 

Development), other programmes (e.g., the Rural Electrification Programme), other 

funds (e.g., Rural Development Fund), the Local Government Loans Authority, 

parastatals (e.g., Kenya Post and Telecnmaunications), etc. DOFS would agree to 

release DOF funds only if other funds could be secured for specific projects, 

thus maintaining the package concept of the RTPC Programme; second, securing a 

larger pool of donor money so that the RTPC ceiling can be s'ibstantip1.ly r2ispd; 
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or, third, concentrating the scarce DDF resources in fewer very high potential 

RPC-s. 

These are all problematic choices. First, involving other funding soures 
may cause significant delays in planning and inplementation because of the
 
additional 
 steps and greater coordination effort required. Second, obtaining a 
larger pool of donor funds is not going to be easy unless MPND can more clearly 
demonst-ate the need for the programme and prove that it has the capacity to get 
the RrPC programme functioning effectively. Thus far, there has not been enough 
research justifying the need for the RTPC programme, and implementation has been 
slow. 7 7 Finally, selecting fewer high potential RTPCs may not be politically
 
feasible because the programme has attracted considerable public attention and
 
Members of Parliament want 
 to bring RTPC investments to their constituencies. 

While the issues involved require further consideration, it has been 

provisicnally decided to attemnpt to obtain larger pool of donora funds for
 
subsequent rounds 
of the RIPC programme. Comrencing thewith the second round, 


funding ceiling per RTPC has tentatively been 
 raised to Ksh. 25 million per FCPC, 

pendingy the availability of donor funding. 

Another significant issue with R=C funding is the way that funds are 
released for projects. Contrary to initial expectitions 7 8 , all funding for RTPCs 

is being disbursed fully as grants. This practice seems to contradict the logic 
of Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1986, which highlights the need to create revolving 
fund finiay mechanisms for basic infrastructure to ensure that sufficient 

77While Kenya's high degree of underurbanization and the need for additional
viable urban centres is clear, the justification for the focus on sall towns andthe impact of urban infrastructural improvements on agricultural grcwth have notbeen clearly demonstrated. 

78Soe Evans (1986) and early DOF prcgrar-re docuents on MSPID File t!o. EPD/SC
237/417/0:. 
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resources will be available to meet growing future infrast-ructure needs.
 

FUrthermre, the Sessional Paper underscores the importance of using 
scarce
 

infrastructure investment resources as efficiently as possible. Districts and
 

local authorities would have greater incentives 
to make more productive
 

investments if they were required to pay back at least some portion of the
 

capital used for infrastructure construction. 7 9 

It would be more supportive of the goals of the Sessional Paper and the 

GOK's infrastructural needs if sae funds, at least those for revenue-generating 

infrastructure, were disbursed as loans. It would also be more consistent with 

the furnling strategies currently being emphasized by major donors, such as the 

World Bank and USAID. On the other hand, it mist be recognized that there are 

major difficulties involved. Political considerations aside8 0 , there is the 

issue of to which legal entity the loans would be made. In same cases, local 

authorities would be the appropriate institution because the completed projects 

would be operated by local authorities and certain types of these projects would 

generate revenues. There are, however, certain types of infrastructure, such as 

roads and water supplies, that many local authorities currently would not have 

the oapacity to operate. cases,In such the facility could be operated by a 

district or an operating ministry, isbut it not clear that it would be 

reasonable to expect either of them theto repay funds used to construct the 
facility. In a few cases, it may be possible to turn operational responsibility 

over to an NGO or cxoperative. This issue of funding mechanisms is an 

7 9 lh-sei issues are discussed in Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1986, pp. 48-53,
and Evans (1986). 

8 0The most obvious political consideration is that any Member of Parliamentwould prefer being able to claim to have brought Ksh. 25 million to his
constituency in the form of grants rather than in the form of loans. 

53
 



important one that requires further analysis and debate. 8 1 

mTCA'ackaqe Tenderinq, Constion and vlnp tation toi 
After the designs and the implementation schedule are approved by MPND and 

the DCCs, the RTPC packages go to tender for construction through the District 
Tender Boards. Scme tender documents will cover single projects, while others 
will cover a group of related projects. If any tender exceeds Ksh. 1 million, 
the si.gnatures of both the DC and the PS of the Ministry of Planning and National 
Develornt will be required on the resulting contract. Separate AlEs for each 
contract-to a maximum of the engineering cot estimates for the project(s)
 
covered under that contract-will 
be issued to the DCs to finance project
 
imlementation. 
 In order to keep better control over DOF funds, AIEs for
 
particular contracts 
will be issued in stages-the second block of funding will
 

not be released 
until the district has satisfactorily accounted for the initial
 

disbursenent.
 

Supervision of Rr contractors is 
 the responsibility of the districts.
 
However, at least for the 
first round of IrPCs, day-to-day monitoring of
 
construction 
will be the responsibility of the consulting firms which designed 
and costed the RIPC projects. They will liaise with the District Works Officer
 
and report on 
progress and problems to DOFS/MPND on a regular basis. Contractors 
will be paid on a reimbursement basis, and all payments must be reported 

imidiately to DOFS. 

8 3 There was an early idea thatcompetitive basis. 
RIFC funding should be disbursed on aA certain number of districts would be invited each year topropose a particular urban centre for RI'C funding. The districts that selectedthe most appropriate centres and identified the investnent packagessupportive of rural-urban balance most

goals would be awarded REP funding. This ideawas rejer-ted as irxg politically infeasible. 
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The DOFS is expected to monitor the implementation of the 1UPC Programme on 
a ongoing basis, as MPND does with projects funded under RDF and EEC
 
Microproj ect.s. 
 DOFS officers will make field trips on a regular basis to monitor 
RTPC implementation progress. In addition, the DOFS, assisted by Management 
Information System IS) staff with project monitoring experience, is currently

.working on a computerized system to keep track of the use of DOF funds and F 
project implerentation. This system is expect to be :uJlly operational by thQ 
end of the 1989-90 financial year. 

The monitoring system is being designed in such a that itway will be easy
to input and update the information provided on ICPC application forms submitted 
by the districts to maoD. The systm will also be used to document expenditures 
incurred by the RTPC projects, which are to be reported as they occur by each DCO 
and consulting team to the DOES officer responsible for the district. Feedback 
on the RTPC financial situation is expected to be issued by DOFS to the DCO every 
quarter. At the end of each financial year, the DCO is required to submit a 
separate annual onreport DOF activities to the MPND. Corrective steps are to be 

casestaken in where irpleentaticn is not proceeding adequately. 
As the first group of RITPC districts are constructing the package camponent-S 

in RUPCs, the second group will be designing their packages and a third gTroup
will be selecting RI'c sites. This type of ongoing process will continue, with 
different districts in different stages of the RTPC Programme. The lessons 
learned as the RIPC programme implementation continues can be used to improve 
operating procedures for future rounds. 

Nav ShedPr - IMlemetation,
 
An irPortant coracnent 
of cver-all rural-urtzwn balarc activities is the 
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funding of Nyayo Sheds for jua kali activities in the urban centres of the
 
districts. 8 2 As announced 
 in the June 1987 Budget Speech given by the Minister 
for Finance, the construction of Nyayo Sheds is to be encouraged and facilitated 
where possible throughout Kenya. Funding and administration of this programme, 
including changes in ministerial responsibilities and expenditures to date, were 

described earlier in this paper. 

Any town with sufficient jua kali activity was expected to be eligible for a 
Nyayo Shed, including district headquarters and RTPCs. The MPND, with the
 
cooperation of district and 
 local authority officials, put together a tentative
 
list of towns eligible for Nyayo Sheds 
 in each district, excluding Nairobi. The
 
former Ministry of Lands 
 and Settlement provided information on the availability
 

of public land 
in the listed towns. This information was forwarded with the 
eligibility lists to the District Development Committees, who were required to
 

rank the listed tcwns in 
 order of priority for participation in the Programme. 

The former Ministry of Works, Housing and Physical Planning produced a 
standard design and bill of quantities for Nyayo Sheds. This information was
 
sent to the DCCs, and they 
were supposed to get location-specific construction 
quotations through the District Tender Boards. Given their budget constraint and 
the information provided by the ministries and the tender board, each district 
was supposed to determine the number of towns fron the eligible list that would 
be able to participate in the Programme and the number of sheds that could be 

financed in each location. 

Tle Ministry of Industry helped to identify those towns with the greatest 

8 2The Government of Kenya's strategy for small enterprise development islaid out in the Sixh Develoment Plan, 1989-93, and in greater detail in "ASt-atogy for Svll Enta-rise Davulcnent in Kenya," (Nairobi: r(-verrent c.:Kenya/International Labour Organization/United Nations Development Prcgra=re, 1989). 
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need for Nyayo Sheds well assisted in the formulation of criteria foras as 

determinirrg eligibility for space in the sheds. The Ministry of Local Government 

was invited to provide input into Nyayo Shed town selection through local 

to the DCCs because it was originally expected that
authority representatives 

local authorities would have the responsibility for ownership and operation of 

was also expected, with the
these facilities. The Ministry of Local Government 

from the Ministry of Planning and National Developnentassistance of information 

the Ministry of Industry, to have primary responsibility for determiningand 

for use of Nyayo Sheds and for designing space allocationeligibility criteria 

rules. 

good interministerial cooperation as
As dcmonxstrated by the above, there was 

sheds. However, the programmepreprations were being made to construct Nyayo 

moved slcb4er than senior GOK officials had hoped, and this is certainly a major 

was takenit was removed from the DOF portfolio. After the programmereason why 

by the Kinistry of Technical Training and Applied Technology in March 1988,
over 

it moved more rapidly, but soi that less systematically. 8 3 To get the programme 

certain of the rules originally set up to govern
urderwday a5 rapidly as possible, 


set aside. for tendering were
 programe inplementation were Requirements 


rel axcd, probably leading to higher construction costs. 8 4
 

Plannirj of the sheds was also rushed, and some sheds were sited in 

8 3 Nyayo Shed prograrie guidelines were issued by the 	Permanent Secretary of 

on 1988.the M1instry of Tec--hical Training and Applied Technology September 13, 

8 4 No tendering was required for Nyayo Shed construction in the first 15 

districts to participate in the programme. Instead, DCs were asked to consult 
regarding the nomination of contractors. Thewith the Ministry of Public Works 

given the authority for overseeing day-to-dayinistry ol Public Works was 
to theconstruiction activity, and its representatives made progress reports 


Ministry ol Tec-hnical TrainiMg and Applied Technology. The two districts in
 
were mcst recently pla-ned, Tana River and West Pokot, -I6
which Nyayo Sheds 


following normal tendering procedures through the DCs.
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inappropri.ate locations. In Kericho, for example, the sheds are far outside of 

town, a.r] in Kisii, the sheds are located in a place where users of the sheds and 

their r(ijstrncrs are not accustomed to working and shopping. Inappropriate site 

selcction o-in affect not only the utilization rate of the facilities, but also 

access of .LLer to basic services required for their work, such as electricity 

and water. 

Tlhere have also been complaints that the standardized designs used for most 

of the sheds constructed thus far do not always closely match the needs of the 

beneficiarj.ez. In some cases the shed stalls are too small, so that work must 

still be conducted in the open air and the stalls are used only for storage. In 

other cases, users have complained that they would have preferred the stalls to 

be divided into work space and office space. The Ministry of Technical training 

and Applied Tocrhnolcgy is currently investigating Nyayo Shed design issues. 

AJ.location of limited shed space to users has not been an easy process as 

there is njt always general agreement locally on the criteria that should be used 

to assirM stal.t to particular isrs. IntervQntion by the Ministry of Technical 

Trainirrg and Applied Technolcyl, however, has solved the allocation problem in 

all but a fErn cases. Contrary to the initial expectation that the Nyayo sheds 

would be 7,ncl and operated by local authorities, it was decided that the' sheds 

should genrerally be turned over to those who work in them. For many of the sheds 

that have already been constructed, however, formal provisions have yet to be 

modc for wa,,crship and responsibility for operation and maintenance. 

ArJyther significant problem in Nyayo Sheds has been harassment of shed users 

by city an] municipal officials. In spite of the GOK's officially supportive 

polic of small-scale and informal sector operators, many local authority by-laws 

which ar restrictive to such activities still exist. There have been cases in 
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which the authorities have arrested or confiscated the equipment of Nyayo Shed 

entrepreneurs who have not met local licensing or registration requirements. A 

campaign is planned to educate Nyayo Shed users about local requirements and to 

attempt to reform local ordinances that are not supportive of or openly hostile 

to small-scale entrepreneurs. 

Finally, Nyayo Sheds have been built to satisfy of the physicalsome 


infrastructure needs of small-scale entrepreneurs, 
 but insufficient attention has 

been paid to other types of necds, such as acess to credit, training, and 

cooperative organizations. With the start of the Small Enterprise Sector 

Programme, ho-tever, it is expected that the various needs of small-scale and 

informal sc..tor entrepreneurs will be more fully met through a better integrated 

and more coprehensive set of policies and programmes. 

The Ministry of Technical Training and Applied Technology recognizes that 

there have be_n problems with the implementation of the .Nyayo Shed prcgramme. 

Accordingly, they have tenrorarily stopped the planning and construction of ne 

sheds so that a ccmprehensive evaluation can be made of progress and problems to 

date. It is anticipated that most of the major problems will be solved in gocd 

time, so that progtmmme implementation will be able to resume soon. 

Reccmriendations to Improve DOF Prramme Implerentation 

Few of the implementation problems cited throughout this paper are 

instirmount ibje. Many of the problems have already been solved, and others are 

being given attention. A number -f suggested solutions to various problems have 

been n-ide throughout this paper. The following summarize some of the more urgent 

issues that need to be dealt with to improve the quality and implementation pace 
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1. Standardized comorehensive oclicies and procedures for R'PC
 
1r2rM rn.!aimplementation 
 need to be finalized and imolemented. Mough 
projr,': has been made in this area over the past year to allow
 
implemrentation 
 of the first round of RrPCs to proceed, but certain
 
ft-itures of the system 
need to be better designed and formalized as
 
guidelines for subsequent rounds 
of the RTPC programme. First, 
imprropc information on standardized programme iplementation steps and 
rules must be developed and disseminated to the districts participating 
in the RITPC programme and relevant MID officers. Before this can be 
fully acccmplished, a number of basic decisions must be taken regarding 
thle roles of MPND, the DCCs, and various other Government ministries,
 
the use 
and monitoring of consultants for design and construction, and 
the nles for tendering and issuing of funds. Second, efforts to 
develop a well-defined administrative procedures and a computerized 
system to monitor the implementation of the RTPC programme mst 
continue as rapialy as possible. Current monitoring is irregular, and
 
te proygramme cannot 
operate effectively without substantial
 

improvemer3nts. Many of tho 
 roquirod monitorir and evaluation 
procedures and policies can, at least to some extent, be borrowed from 
the Rural Development Fund and the EEC icroprojects programme; 
hcyever, given the package concept of the RTPC prograrme and the need 
for coordination of a number of ministries and agencies, additional 

procedlurs will need to be developed for DOF. 

2. Greater interministerial communication and coordination of th 
r .rn.-- is -el7ir1. The cur-rent rodu; o-eAranii of m'D is 
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genera] ly to contact other ministries involved in RrPC implementation 
only when it needs something from them. As noted earlier, it was
 

origim[aly intended that 
an interministerial steering committee be
 
estab! ished 
to solicit input from and foster coordination among the
 

vnrious ministries involved. This 
 idea should be revived as a way of 
(-nsuri ryj that all of the relevant ministries are sufficiently involved 
in pol.icy forrulation, are aware of how implementation is to proceed, 
and have a forum in which to resolve disputes and problers. 

3. Au mentation of the current staff of RUPS and Particularlv DDFS 
is...rcy ire, and greater sbilitv in leadership should be sought. 
SL'.iff turnover has been unacceptably high during the past several 
years. During the past year alone, RUPS has had five section heads,
 
and a fourth DDFS head was appointed in June 1989. 
 This lack of stable 
]e dership has had a negative impact on efforts to establish and
 

irp]lmrent standardized procedures and 
to follow through on current 
ccmnit, Pents. Neither section has sufficient officers to carry out 
their responsibilities. The ODFS is in a particularly poor position to 
cope with a workload that is going to continue to grow substantially 
each year as the number of ongoing RTPCs increases. More officers need 

to M- assigned to the section, preferably officers with some goverrunent 

ar-i pryjramme implementation experience rather than new university 

qraduatps, as has been the case in the past. 

4. Eforts to improvethe lannina,andiple--rentationcapacityot 

the districts need to be increased. The lack of technical and 
rmangerial expertise at the district level has clearly been a major 
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iaP-:diNynt to more rapid implementation of DDF programmes. Unless 

additional training and resources are provided to the districts, there 

is no reason to assume that implementation will proceed significantly 

fastbr or smoother in the future. Alternatively, less could be 

expedited from the districts and greater reliance could be placed or. 

•eonsultants. This would seem to undermine somewhiat the objectives of 

the District Focus for Rural Development, but it may be necessary 

until districts are better able to manage their responsibilities with 

rros-_%t to the DOF. 

5. The MPND RTPC Task Force should be revived. This task force, 

which was appointed by the Permanent Secretary of MPND in 1987, met 

recjularly for several months in mid-1987 to formulate the Ministry's 

initial position on FTPC policies. This task force has not met for 

more than two years. Its revival would stimulate more careful 

discussion of important RTPC issues and probably hold off the 

development of many of the types of crises that have been experienced 

to date. The task force should include officers directly involved in 

RIT C implementation as well as more senior headquarters-based officers. 

This mix of officers would help to ensure that relevant officers at 

various levels are aware of problems that arise and that those who are 

well informed about what is going on in the field have some input 

rejarding how problem are to be resolved. 

6. Research efforts regardim rural-urban balance and the role of 

the fTt[C programe should continue. A detailed study sponsored jointly 

in 1987/88 by MPND and USAID examined Kutus, a first round RrPC located 
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in Kirinyaga District. 8 5 Although it was generally felt by MPND 

officia Ls that the study was too broad and detailed, it was agreed that 

thie baisic research methodology could be simplified and adapted for 

wider use in studying more RTrcs. An enhanced research programme would 

serve the dual purpose of providing data that could be used as one 

basis for evaluating the RrPC programme years hence, and ofsome 

p roi id i ng information that could be used to understand better the types 

ol projocts that RTPC funds should concentrate on to be most 

product lve. 

7. The overall role of the DOF with resect to Government's rural­

urt rn balance stratecy should be reviewed. The initial review could be 

dono by MTMD, with additional roview conductod by the propoaad 

interministerial steering comnittee. Although the DDF supposedwas to 

be started as an umbrella fund to support a variety of activities in 

support of Government's rural-urban balance strategy, it has ccme to be 

identifid_1 exclusively with the RTPC progr.,-re, which is the only 

prcYJr-i_ currently under its jurisdiction. The RITC programme's goal 

of prroviding basic infrastructure supporting economic development in 

small urban centres in rural areas is only siall part of rural­one 

urban balance policies. Prcgrammes in support of small-scale 

enterprise and the inforral sector, such as the Nyayo Shed programe, 

logically belong under DOF if it is truly to be a fund supporting 

intrxrnted rural-urban dQvelopment. In addition, crt.ain of the 

pr~rams currently being developed by the Small Enterprise Sec tion 

85PP-rdavid-Val, et. al, 1988. 
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(SES) of MND as part of the Sall Enterprise Sector Programme outlined 
in the Sixth National Cevelopment Plan also belong under DOF or must be 
well coordinated with DOF activities. If separately established funds 
are going to finance highly related prcrames in a non-integrated 
nvlnn'2r-, the Governent will not be making the best use of available 
resources to meet rural-urban balance goals. 

8. Greater efforts must be made to secure additional donor 
fuvJrnm for DF. Only recently have efforts been made on the part of 
MITD to facilitate obtaining additional donor funds for DDF. No donor 
money has been placed in DDF since the 1987/88 budget, and there are no 
Curi . ava ilable to support the group of RTCFs that are currently being 
seloted by MEiD and the DCCs. A background paper on DOF has been 
dr-awn up for I.OF and donors, but this will require vigorous followup 

action by MWOT officials. 

IE the District Developmnt Fund is to be successful in supporting the 
objectives of the rural-urban balance strategy, Govermrent and donors must 
demonstrate a serious ccrnitment to funding, equipping, and staffing the 
ministrij; arnd agencies responsible for its operation. This has not thus far 
happened. The potential for the DOF remains great, and it is not to late to get 
it operating effectively. 
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R]C MIC LISTS FM =E FnT 7W ROJNDS OF IE PGRAMME 

F=ST RN 

Province District Centres 

Central Kirinyaga Kutus* 
Kagumo 

Coast Kwale Kinango* 
Lunga-Lunga
 

Eastern Kitui Mwingi* 
MutoMo 
Kabati
 

Northeastern 
 Mandera Rhamu* 
Takazba 

Nyanza Kisii Suneka* 

Keroka
 
Nyamira 

Rift Valley Kericho Bomet 
Nidanai 
Kipkelion*
 

Elgeyo Marakwet Tambach 
Tot 
Kapsowar** 

Western Bangoma Qhwele 

Cheptais 
Kimilili*
 

*Centre selected by the District Development Coruttee as an 
RI'C.
 

**Centre not on the MPND short list but selected by the
District Development Committee anas RTPC. 
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Province 

Central 

Cost 

Eastern 

Northeastern 

Nyanza 

Rift Valley 

Western 

SE ) JND*** 

District Centres 

Nyar ua. 

Taita-Taveta 

Engineer 

Ndaragwa 
Njabiini 

Watate 

Embu 

Wajir 

Taveta 

Runyenjes 
Kiritiri 

Habasweini 

Siaya 

Baringo 

Dina 
Bute 

Sigomere 

Urrgunja 
Yala 

Eldama Ravine 

Nandi 

Marigat 
Mogotio 

Cneptarit 
Lessos 

Trans-Nzoia 

Kakamega 

Saboti 
Kinin ini 
Suwerwa 

Mumias 

iuanda 
Butere 

***As the short lists for the second 
not for*-arJed 

round of the RI'PC programme wereto the participating districts until August 1989,DCCs had not theidentified the centre to benefit from the prograne as ofthe date t.is paper was conpleted. 
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