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This paper reports on the implementation experience of the prograrmes
initiated under the District Develcpment Fund, which was established at the
beginning of the 1987/88 financial year to support the Goverrment of Kenya's
(GOK) newly instituted rural-urban balance strategy. Successes and p;cblems in
the implementation process are discussed, and recommendations are made for
improving progress in future rourds of the programmes. This paper is only a
programme implementation review. It does not attempt to critique the broader
developrent policies of which DOF programmes are a part. A separate forthccm.i.ng
paper in the RMRD discussion paper series will evaluate the Goverrment's rural-

urkan balance strategy and the mmle of the DDF in J.nplementmg it.

Backroard: Kenva's Rural-Urban Ba.la:ne Strategy

Kenya, like many other developing countries, is facing a rmmber of‘
significant economic challenges in the coming decades. The creation of job
cprortunities for a rapidly growing population during times of fiscal constraint

a particularly pressing problem, as cutlined in Sessional Paper No.: 1 of 1986,

Economic Management for Renewed Growth.l fThis important policy document laid the

fourciation for the Sixth National Development Plan, 1989-93 ard its innovations

in macro, sectoral, and regional development strategies.

lKenya s populat.lon grew a. an anmal rate of 3.8 percent during the 1970s,
2 significant increase from the 2.5 percent figure recorded in the 1940s. The
cauntry's tctal fertility rate, defined as the number of live births an average
weran has during her active reproductive life, is 7.9, the highest in the world.
If the tertlllty rate remains ccnstant, Kerv/a s pooulatlon weuld grow by 4.3
percant a year ts a total of 38.5 miilien in the year 20C0. Even if it declines
scmewhat, as expected, the rate of jcb creaticn is going to have to be high to
keep up with the rapidly growing labour force.
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Regional development strategies in Kenya have historically been of two
types, those trat 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 indeperdently. Integrated rural development had a multi-sectoral
approach, but insufficient attention was paid to the role of rural-urban
interdependencies in stirulating rural development. Similarly, conventional
urban development policy had a narrow focus on the physical planning of a
hierarchy of urban centres without explicitly recognizing rural-urban
interaction as an irportant basis of dynamic econcmic growth.

The rura.-urban balance strategy cutlined in Chapter 4 of Sessional Paper
No. 1 of 1986 represents a new generation of regional development policy for the
Goverrment of Kenya. Acknowledging the dynamic interdependence between rural
and urban areas and the agricultural ard nanufacturiné sectors, the strategy
prescribes integrated rural and urban development policies designed to stimulate
regional income and erployment growth.3 Particular emphasis is placed on
irproving econcmic linkages between rural areas with underexpioited agricultural
or livestock potential and the urban centres that serve those areas. 'ﬁolicies to

improve agricultural productivity, to broaden access to improved infrastructure

2For a review of the history of national urban development policy in Kenya,
see Evans (1988). There is no comparable carprehensive review of rural
development policy, but Oyugi (1981) deals with scme aspects of it.

3The basic theory urderlying this strategy can be traced at. least as far
back as the food grain linkage approach set forth by Johnston and Mellor (1961)
ard Mellor (1966). This various models developed under this approach are
sumarized in Johnston and Kilby (1975). Scme examples of the more recent and
growing literature on rural-urban linkages include Hansen (1982), Rondinelli
(1983) , Rorndinelli and Evans (1983), Hackenberg and Hackenberg (1984), Evars
(1985), Jcres (1986), Bar-£l, Bendavid-Val and Karaska (1987), Haggblacde, Hazell
and Brown (1987), and Bendavid-val, et. al. (1988).



that supports economic growth, ard to remove consiaints on the fmetioning of
small-scale enterprise and informel sector activities are amcig the most
important components of the strategy.

One major cbjective of rural-urban balance is to stimulate the growth of
rural incomes by improving agricultural productivity through new technologies,
greater access to inputs, ard the removal of efficiency-impairing price and
movement controls on agricultural camncdities. Higher farm income in twm
genefates new derard for gocds ard services, at least some of which can be
satisfied by non-farm small-scale enterprise and informal sector activities in
nearby urban centres. These experditures will generate local multiplier effects,
stimulating jobs, income and increased demand for both agricultural and non-
agricultural preduction.?

The rural-urban balance strategy is also seeking to improve access to urkan
services ard facilities that support both rural and urban econcmic develorment.
The lack of well-serviced urban centres in rary parts of the cauntry makes it
more difficult for farmers to get inputs and sarvices and to markat their ocutputs
in a timely manner. Irproving infrastructure and support services in urkan
centres will enhance agricultural productivity by making inputs and new,
technology more readily available. Better infrastructure also enhances marketing
potential for both farm and non-farm preduction.

Agriculture is amd will remain for the foreseeable future the backbone of
the Kenyan econcmy. Much of the best arable land in the country, however, is
already under cultivation, suggesting that there is scme limit on the degree to

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

4For a discussicn of rural-urtar linkages in Xernya, see Jcres (1986) ard
Bendavid-Val, et. al. (1988).



Given this reality and the fact that formal sector jobs are so expensive to
creata, the Goverrment is encouraging the creation of small-scale enterprise anc
informal sector jobs in urban areas. Increased demard from the agricultural
sector ard bhetter infrastructure in the urban centres are important stimuli to
this sector, but rural-urban balance programmes ard policies are aimed at other
factors as well. Steps to improve access to credit, training and shelter are
required to facilitate small enterprise development, as is the alleviation of
institutional and legal constraints on the sector's expansion.’

Because Kenya is highly underurbanized and much of the urban population is
concentrated in a few large citiesS, the che.nw;nt plans to focus its new
efforts largely on small underdeveloped urban centres in rural areas.’ This is
expected to take some of the population pressure off the largest cities as well

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

5A new Small Enterprise Sector Programme was announced in the Sixth
National Develcvment Plan, 1989-93. The details of this programme ars currently
being developed by an interministerial group being coordinated by the Small
Enterprise Section (SES) in the Rural Planning Department of the Ministry of
Planning and National Development.

®According to the World Bank's 1985 world Develooment Revort, Kenya ranks
113th cut 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 urkanization.
According to the most recent population census (1979), there were only 48 cities
and towns with a population greater than 5,000 and only another 43 cities and
towns with a population between 2,000 and 5,000. Urban population, defined as
pecple living in towns with a population of greater than 2,000, accounted for
only 13.2 percent of the total population. Naircbi and Mcmbasa alone accounted
for 56.5 percent of the urban population.

7Ongoirg urtan develcpment prograrres, such as the USATD-furcded Small Towns
Programme ard the World Bank-furded Third Urban Programme will continve, and
follow-up programmes are likely to be developed. These programmes, however,
have focused on the largest 20 or 25 cities and towns in the country. New
initiatives are designed to develcp the smaller urban centres that have not
received assistance urder other programmes.

8The Goverrment of Xenya recocnizes that the caracity of laocal authorities
will have to be strengthened in order to improve ard expand required services in
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Develcoment Plan, 1989-33 states that "it is necessary that small urkan centres
grow throughout the courtry in order to create a framework upon which rural-based
production activity can stimilate growth and provide markets and employment
opportunities for the increasing mmber of job seekers."S

Among the major policy innovations supporting the rural-urban balance
strategy is the Rural Trade and Procduction Centre (RTPC) programme. It is
interfded to furd the develomment of basic physical and instituticnal
infrastructure in small urban centres and their agricultural hinterlands in areas
with substantial unrealized agricultural or livestock potential. The main
cbjective of this paper is to review the implementation of the early stages of
this programme. The paper also reviews the related Nyayo Sheds Prograrme, which
provides shelter for informal sector producers and tradesman in urkan centres.l0
Thesa two programmes were initiated under the jurisdiction of the Distxrict
Develcoment Fund when it was set up by the Goverrment to implement policies

supporting rural-urban balance.

Policy Overview of the District Develconent Fund

During 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 goverrment.ll This process has

urban areas. Both Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1986 and the Sixth National
Develooment Plan place a high priority on local authority reform.

9sixth National Development Plan, 1989-93, p. 45.

10me term "Nyayo," which means "footsteps" in swahili, refers to the
development philescphy of the current President, Daniel arap Moi, who is said to
be following in the footsteps of his predecessor, the late Jamo Kenyatta.

llmrere are forts—re districts in Kerya, two of which, Naircbi ard Mcozasa,
are principally urkan. They are lccated within seven provinces, crne s£ whicn is
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occurred urder the District Focus for Rural Development strategy, which was
initiated by President Moi in 1983. Popularly known as District Focus, the
strategy shifts the principal responsibility for the plamning and implementation
of decentralized development programmes from the ministries to the districts.l?
The handbook outlining District Focus procedures states that the strategy is
"based on the principle of a camplementary relationship betwe:=1 the ministries
with 't'.hej_r sectoral approach to development and the districts with their
integrated approach to addressing local needs."13 Responsibility for general
policy formulaticn and the planning of naticnal and multi-district programmes
rerains with the ministries, but the planning ard implementation of district-
specific projects are district responsibilities. District advisory bodies known
as District Develcpment Cormittees (DOCs) are responsible for the cverall
coordination, formulation and wonitoring of local development projects, thereby
enccuraging lecal initiative in prcblem identificatian, resource mobilizaticn,
and project design and implementation.l4

In the June 1987 Budget Speech, the Minister for Firance announced that
"...the Goverrment is establishing a new furd that will finance essential

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

gecgraphically identical to Nairobi District.

12 The District Focus for Rural Develcp:rent: strategy 1is scmetimes criticized
by donor analysts for not really being the gemuine grassroots decentralization
mechanism that politicians and the press often claim it to be. It is clear frcm
a careful reading of the District Focus for Rural Cevelcpment guidelines,
however, that the strategy was intended to deconcentrate rather than devolve the

functicns of the central goverrment.
Lpistrict Focus for Pural Develooment (1987), p. 1.

l4For more information on the District Focus strategy, refer to the GOK's
handbook, District Focus for Rural Develcpment (1987) and Cchen and Hook (1986).
An extencive evaluatisn of this strategy is planned for the 1589/90 “inancial

year.
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entitled the District Development Furd, will be operational with effect from lst
July this year."!5 The DDF legally came into existence when the Minister for
Finance issued the Exchequer and Audit (District Development Fund) Regulations on
February 17, 1988.16

The Rural Trade and Production Centre (RIFC) programme was initially
announced by the GOK in 1986 as part of its rural-urban balance strategy, but it
did not become operational until the DDF was set up to fund it more than a year
later. The principal purpose of this programme, as set forth by its initial
propenents, is:

"....to concentrate scarce resources for urbcn infrastructure in a

limited but growing number of selected rural centres which have

the best potential for supporting agriculture and its linked

procductive activities, including processing, manufacturing and

services. The concentration of rescurces in a rural centre over a

limited period of three or four years is designed to remove

cbvicus bottlerecks in physical infrastructure, to maximize the

acgregate impact of individual pro_'}ects, and to yield greater

benefits ard financial returns." 1 .

In keeping with the District Focus for Rural Development strategy, the
District Development Commdttees (DDCs) are cited by the Sessional Paper as being
the key actors in RIPC salection and design. The Sessional Paper states that
DCCs should select as RTPCs those urban centres where a rFackage of infrastructure
investment would be likely to yield the maximm benefits. These centres were
expected initially to be larger trading centres lacking only a few important
types of basic infrastructure, such as a market, all-weather roads, and an

15Text of the 1987/88 Budget Speech.

16this was published as Legal Notice No. 128 in respect of the Excheguer and
Audit Act (Cap. 412) in the Kenva Gazette of February 26, 1983.

17gessicral Pacer No. 1 of 1986, p. 43.



adequate water supply. ILater priority is expected to shift to smaller but
potentially important trading centres where more substantial infrastructure
investment is required.

In collaboration with local authorities, the DDCs are supposed to design an
infrastructure package for each RTPC, with emphasis cn projects required to
support directly agriculture and other productive activities. The RTPC package
components are intended to eliminate physical and institutiomal bottlenecks that
hinder econcmic develogment of the RIEc ard its agricultural hinterland,13

The Minister also propocsed in the 1987/88 budget speech: "...to incorporate,

within the District Development Fund concept, finance for constructior of Nyayo

centres."?  Such shelters had been constructed in Nairabi through presidential
initiative, and it was decided that all districts shculd benefit from these
serviced sheds as part of thé rural-urban balance strategy efforts to stimulate
productive activities in the informal and small-enterprise sectors.

Thus, the DDF was initially set up in the Ministry of Planning and National
Development (MPND) by the Goverrment of Kenya to finance the RTEC ard Nyayo Shed

18ror more informaticn, see Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1986, pp. 45-46.

19Text of the 1987/88 Budget Speech. Jua kali," or "hot sun" workers are
informal sector craftsmen or artisars so named because they often work without
shelter or infrastructure.

20me District Development Fund may have an exparced role and cover a’rore
ccrprehensive set of rural ard urion develcgrent pregrarmes and projects in the
future. Internal MEND discussions have been held on this issue, but official
policy statements have not been released thus far.



1987 to manage the implementation of these programmes. The Permanent Secretary
(or an officer desig;nated by him) is the accounting officer responsible for the
administration of the Furd.

With the Rural-Urban Planning Section (RUPS), which is the rural-urban
policy research arm of RPD responsible for the rural-urban balance strategy, DDFS
assists the DICs in selecting and implementing RIPCs in their districts. RUPS is
larqgly responsible for ncminating districts to participate in the RIPC srogramme
for each budget year ard identifying a short list of sites from which the
participating DDCs select their RTPCs. ‘The principal role of DDFS is to wor_'k

with the DDCs in designing and implementing RIFC investment packages.

Furding of the District Develcoment Furd

The Ministry of Planning and National Develorment is assigned primary
ministerial responsibility for administering the District Development Fund
activities, so that the bulk of funding is contained uder its budget estirates.
Budget lines relating to the DOF first appeared in the 1987/88 budget.2l The
first budget lire (MPND: D06/061/207/020/316), a USAID contribution of Ksh. SO
million, was intended to fund RIPC package identification ard design through the
district plannirng and terdering process. The secord budget line (MPND:
D06/061/207/020/317), a USAID contribution of Ksh. 117 million, was to fund
actual construction of infrastructure projects approved for the RIPCs. The third
and final budget line (Ministry of Works, Hcusing, and Physical Planning (MWHPP):

[13/132/400/406) 22, a USAID contribution of Ksh. 50 million, was for the

2lKkenya's financial year runs from July 1 through June 30.

22The Ministry of Works, Eousing and Physical Plamning (MWHPP) wes
recrgardced after the Felruary 1938 ratiocral eleccicns. The housing pertfolio
went to the Ministry of lands ard Housing (MLH), while physical planning tecare
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construction of Nyayo sheds in support of small-scale jua kali enterprises.
Total initial DDF funding under these lines was Ksh. 217 million. All of these
USAID funds were PL480 counterpart furds.?23

As the 1989/90 budget year began, very little money had been spent on the
RITC progqramne, for reasons that will be discussed later. The unspent money,
hawever, did not have to be retumed to the Exchequer at the end of the budget
year in which it was allocated because a separate and permanent fund was set up
arl gazettexl to manage it. Unspent budgetary allocations in a ministerial budget
are automatically returned to the Exchequer at the end of the finmancial year, but
allocations to gazetted govermment funds may be retained for future use.

In subs~quent years, no donor funding for DOF has been included in the
budget. In both the 1988/89 and 1989/90 budgets, the Goverrment made nominal
contributions of Ksh. 2 million, while the forward estimates for 1990/91 provide
for ¥sh. 4 million. All of this funding is for the RTPC programme under the two
MEMD votes listed above: however, there is not enough in all post-1987/88

finarcial years combined to fund even a single RIPC.

the responsibility of the Ministry of Local Goverrment and Physical Planning
(MLGPP). MWHPP became the Ministry of Public Works (MEW). 1In a subsequent
reshuffle in June 1989, the physical planning portfolio was transferred to the
MLH, which beocame the Ministry of Lands, Housing and Physical Planning (MLHPP).

23Under PLAB0, the U.S. Goverrment provides grain to the Goverrment of
Kenya, which.then raises money from its sale locally. The bilateral agreement
requlating this programme stipulates that USAID must approve the Goverrment's use
of these fumds, which are known as counterpart funds because they are a local
currency curplement of the donor's foreign—currency-financed supply of
commodities. Countries benefitting from these commodity programmes and donors
financing them commonly consider the counterpart funds to be additional real
rRocources tn the recipient country, and their policies regarding how the funds
may be used reflect this impression. Roemer (1988) argues that this common
perception jo false, and demonstrates that, depending on the nature of donor
restrictions on the uss of ccunterpart furds. how they are treated in the
govermment. budget, and how the monetary authorities respond to their use,
counterpart funds may generate undesirable macroeconcmic effects.

10



The absence of donor funding for the 1988/89 and 1989/90 financial years has
occurred for two reasons. First, the Govexrment has only recently begun to
actively seek additional donor funding for DOF.24 Second, the pace of DDF
implementation to date has been extremely slow, raising questions among donors
about the Goverrment's cammitment to DOF programmes and its ability to implement
them. Both of these issues will be discussed later in this paper.

As of June 30, 1989, Ksh. 13.8 million (27.6 percent) of the Ksh. 50 million
originally allocated to the Nyayo Shed programme during the 1987/83 financial
year has been spent. After the 1988 national elections, responsibility for this
programme was transferred from the MEND to the Ministry of Technical Training and
Applied Technology (MITAP). Furding for Nyayo Sheds 15 no longer urdexr the
jurisdiction of DOF, but has been transferzed to a separate line, the Jua Xall

Furd, which is under a vote in the budget of the Minist:y of Finance.

Timing and Extent of DOF Programme Imolementation

The RIFC programme has been the target of unrealistic expectations by GOK
planrers from the very beginm'.ng.25 Sessicnal Paper No. 1 of 1986 states that
the programme will take a year or two to get started, but that from 1996 on,

twenty RIPC projects will be completed per year.26 The Sixth National

241n June 1989, RUPS and DDFS prepared a draft donor briefing requesting
additional funding for the RIPC programme. This was reviewed internally and
forwarded to the Ministry of Finance for review ard action. The draft document
requests Ksh. 630 million for RTFC funding cver a three-year pericd.

25pecause the Ministry of Planning and National Develcpment historically has
been a policy-making rather than an implementing ministry, scme early proponents
of the RTPC programme may not have fully realized the camplexities and
constraints inmvolved in implementing the programme they were procposing. Thus,
their expectaticns about the pace and extent of the programme were unjustiflably
cotimistic. ,

26gessional Paper No. 1 of 1986, p. 45.
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Development Plan, 1989-93 promises similarly optimistic achievements. It states
that after the eight centres for the 1988/89 financial year are underway, the
number of RITCs will expand to 12, 16, 16, and 18 in subsequent years, so that a
total 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 weres first allocated to
the DDF in June 1987, construction has not begqun on a single RTPC 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 hetter planning an coordination, while others have been largely
beyond the control of GOK officers.

First, the RIPC programme was started significantly sooner then those
Clozaly imsolved in its original design had expected. Although the programme had
been briefly outlined in Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1986, a great deal of research
and institutjon building was expected to cccur before the programme would become
operational.?t During preparations for the 1987/83 budget speech, it was
suddenly drcided that counterpart funds would be used to start the District
Development Fund immediately in order to finance the RTEC programme. Without
havirry oomletad the resecarch and preparations required for the RTDC programme to
begin smwothly, RUPS planners were placed in the position of having to select
RIPC districts and sites and to get the programme underway very quickly. The
need to ruch into implementation without adequate preparation is an important
reason why the programme has moved so slowly and erratically, and why planning

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

275ixth Maticnal Develcomant Plan, 1989-33, p. 77.

?85en Eans (1986) for a diccussion of many of the major issues involved.
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Secoml, the desire to involve district officials heavily in the RTFC

imrplementation process in an effort to support District Focus for Rural
Development was the cause of numerous delays. Many districts lack the capacity
and resmaurtes to plan and implement major programmes, and there are numercus
priorities competing for the limited time and expertise of district officials.
In spite of this, MPND officials initially attempted to follow District Focus by
leaving major tasks to the districts rather than allowing the central goverrment
to take camlete control of tae irplementation process or appoint consultants to
cversen it.29

Mird, the national elections held in February-March 1988 required the full-
time efforts of many officers of both the central govertment and the districts.
These elections, the block of tire spent preparing for them and the subsequent
adjustment periocd occurred during a crucial stage for first-round RIEC
implementation. Most districts had selected their RTPC site ard were about +o
identify their imvestment packages when the election. pericd was announced. Tt is
likely that only limited govermment activity unrelated to the elections took
place in the districts durirg this pericd, and there was undoubtedly much
catching up to do on many projects and programres once the situation had settled

back to normal.

Fourth, MIND itself did not have expertise in designing ard implerenting an
intoyrated irvestment programme such as the RIPC programme. The Rural
Cevelopment Fund and EEC Microprojects Furd have been ir existence for a nurmber

of years, but they focus on irplemonting single small-scale investments in the

2%Early RrTC policy documents and minutes of the meetings of the MPMD RTEC
Task Force derenstrate a significant concern with being faithful to the
principles of the District Focus for Pural Develcprent strategy. Thess decuments
are fourd cn MIYD File Mo. EPD/SC 237/417/01.
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rural areas. In contrast, the RITC pregramme was set up to implement an
integrated package of investments. This required the coordination of districts,
lecal authorities, at least several ministries, and sometimes other actors as
well.30 Established MPND procecures had to be significantly adapted to meet the
neerls of the RTPC programme, ard, in some cases, entirely new procedures and
nz:;chanis"xs had to be ard are still being developed.

Fifth, although a variety of ministries have a role to play in the operation
of the RTPC programme, a good system for interministerial coordination was not
set up early on.3l The permanent secretaries of all operating ministries were
sent a general circular on DOF implementation by the Permanent Secretary of MPND
on November 27, 1987, but little followup cccurred. It was proposed in early

1987 that an interministerial Steering committee be set up to oversee DOF policy

30ror example, the RTPC project package in Kinando (Kwale District, Coas:
Province) includes water supply augmentation, improvement of town roads, and the
construction of a market, buspark, and stock holding/auction area. This requires
input from and coordination of the Ministry of Water Development, the Ministry of
Public Works, the Ministry of Local Government and Physical Planning, the
Ministry of Livestock Developmant, the Kwale County Council, arnd the DDC. In
addition, bncause the RTPC budget was insufficient te fund all of the desired
projects, the Swedish Intermational Development Agency (SIDA) agreed to provide
scm funding for the water Supply augmentation. The incorporation of yet
another agency further complicates the planning and coordination process.

3lThe DOF can fund projects already planned and designed by other ministries
provided that these projects are part of an approved RTPC project package. The
Ministry of Public Works, the Ministry of Water Development, and other
ministries have an important role to play in design and implementation of
certain types of RIPC projects that fall under their jurisdiction. For some
projects, ministries will be acsigned responsibility for recurrent expenditure.
The Ministry of Local Goverrment and Physical Planning (MLGPP) has a particularly
larye role to play in the RTPC programme.  Recurrent expenditure responsibility
for many types of RIPC projects will be assigned to lecal authorities, which must
be properly staffed, trained and funded to satisfy the new demands on their
capacity. In addition, the MIGPP has a great deal of implementation experience
in certain ¥inds of projects, such as markets, which are part of nearly every
proposed ROY! project package. Their expertise is being drawn upon during —cth
the planning #nd implementaticn phases of the RTPC prograrme.
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and implementation.32 In Jeruary 1987, the Permanent Secretary of MEND invited
his counterparts in the Office of the President, the Ministry of Local
Goverrmertt, and the former Ministry of Works, Housing and Physical Planning to
ncminate members from their ministries to serve on the committee, which was
evpected to meet on a regular basis in order to review RIPC implementation
‘policies, projress, and problems.33 This committee has never met, and in
practice, MItM has rarely liaiced with other ministries involved in RTPC
implementation until it needed scmething from them.34 Given the interministerial
nature of the RTFC programme arvl the coordination problems that have been
evperienced and anticipated, it seems likely that implementation would run more

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

3753r]y RIPC policy documents and minutes of meetings of the MIND RIFC Task
Force [requnntly refer to the proposed interministerial steering committee.
Thes2 documents are found on MIZD File No. EPD/SC 237/417/01

33The letter from the PS/MPD, which is on MEND FIle Mo. EPD/SC 237/417/01,
is datod January 27, 1987. Permission to convene the RIPC interministerial
s\_ec"J.n'; coxmmittee 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
irvited ministries nominated mambers. According to a minute on File Mo. EPD/SC
237/417/01 dated March 2, 1987, the committee was to be chaired by the Permarent
Secretary of MEYD and was to begin meeting not later than March 6, 1987.

J41In the case of the Ministry of Local Goverrment and Physical Planning, for
example, MLGPP officials contacted MPND officials, rather than the other way
arourd, refjarding their willimmess to do feasibility studies for RIPC projects
for which they have developed an expertise, such as markets, busparks, and
slaughterhouczes.  The Ministry of Public Works was not contacted until MPND
required the assistance of their engineers in November 1988 to review the
censultants who applied to be listed as eligible to do RIPC project designs and
costimgs. The Ministry of Water Development was never contacted regarding
review of designs {or the water projects planned in various RIPCs, despite the
fact that the first set of plans for an RTPC water project (Kinango, Kwale
District, Coast Province) were received in November 1983. On August 29, 19389,
the Permanent Secretary of the Ministry of Water Development (MWD) wrote to the
PS of MPND to note that MWD, which is supposed to be consulted on all water
provision projects, was not being actively involved in preparing or reviewing
plars for water supply development in the RTPCS.
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been avoided if this committee had been meeting regularly.35

Finally, 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. 'The District Developmont Officer (DD0), who is the coordinmating officer
.at: the district level for the RTPEC programme, is also the officer responsible for
the preparation of the district plan. At the same time, most headquarters
officers in RUPS ard DOFS had responsibilities for liaising with DDOs on plan
preparation in one or more districts. The district plans, therefore, |
significantly diverted both district and headquarters officers from making nbre
progress with RTPC planning and irplementation.

Implementation progress has improved in recent months, and it is likely
that terdering for construction will be completed in the first group of RIPCs
before the end of the 1989 calendar year. As will be discussed later, however,
this progress has occurred at the cost of a mumber of changes to the original
process envisioned by the designers of the prcgramme and has, to scme extent,
wxlermined certain goals of the programme. Much of the rest of this paper will
be devoted to examining implementation progress and the pioblems that have
hirdered it.

The KITC programme will undoubtedly run more smoothly and rapidly as
solutions are found to the complex of implementation problems that have been
encounteroci.  Hevertheless, unless resources devoted annually to the programme

are very subxitantially augmented, additional goverrment officers are assigned to

35In recent months, MPND has developed better working relationships with the
various ministries irnvolved in RTEC implementation. A particularly productive
relationship has evolved with the Ministry of Public Works, which has
metictlously roviewed the project designs and costings prepared by consultants
for the Eirst round of RTECs.
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DOF3, and more technical assistance for both MRND and the districts is secured,
the number of centres targeted for completion in the next two decades by

Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1986 and the Sixth Mational Development Plan is not

attainable.

In contrast to the RIPC programme, the Nyayo Shed programme has made more
targible implementation progress, but it is still nowhere near achieving its
goal of constructing sheds in all 40 districts.36 As of June 1989, the
construction of 28 Nyayo Sheds had been started or corpleted in 17 districts.
The Nyayo Sherd programme has made more progress largely because it is much l&;s
complex than the RIPC 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
implementation has undoubtedly increased because a number of shortcuts to the
original implementation process have been taken, ard this has resulted in some
sheds keirry constructed at a cost higher than necessary in inappropriate
locations usirry designs that have not always met the needs of shed users. These

issues will ke discussed later in this paper.

RITC Proqramme Implementation

As discussed earlier, the RTPC programme has been moving slowly aver the
course of the past two years, and there have been a number of significant
alterations to the implementation process as initially envicioned by the
designers of the programme. Scme of these changes have prcbably improved the

programme, while others have undcubtedly violated the prograrme's principal

36The forty-first district, Nairobi, is excluded from the programme because
sheds have alrcady been constructed there in a nurber of locations.
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objectives. This section reviews how the implementation process was intended to

proceer]l and discusses major changes to the planned process and their effects.

%)

MLy of Mijor Steps in POF-Funded RTPC Programme

=z

.The major steps in the implementation of the RIPC programme are outlined in
a series of quidelines issued by MEND to all participating districts and
operating ministries.37 District Development Committees (DICs) are expected to
have primary responsibility for implementing RTPCs in their districts, and the
MEND has overall responsibility for coordinating the RTPC programme.

Implerentation of the RIPC programme involves several major steps. Fii:st,

districts to participate in each phase of the programme are selected by RUPS
using standardized selection criteria. Secord, a short list of eligible RIEC
candidates in each participating district is identified by RUPS using
standardized eriteria. Third, using guidelines provided by MEND, DOCs in these
districts must select from the RUPS short list a town to benefit from the
programme.  Fourth, districts must propose an integrated package of investments
for their selected RIPC towns, which must be approved by the DDFS and certified
as meeting the objectives of the rural-urban balance strategy. Fifth, RiPC
project packages must be designed and costed. Finally, the designed projects are

constructed, ard turned over to a local authority or operating ministry with

e tirst set of guidelines were issued to the districts on Cctober 17,
1987. These quidelines covered the issues to be considered by the DOCs in
selecting an RTPC from the MIND short list. A second set of quidelines on RTFC
investment package identification were drafted in lovember 1987, but were not
approved and sent to the districts until March 15, 1988. No additional
guidelines have been sent to the first-round districts since that time. DOFs,
howcver, is currently preparing a set of detailed guidelines which will be issued
as the District Dovelopment Fumd HandbcoX scmetime in the future. 1The circular
on DOF proyramv: implementacion sent to the permanent secretaries of all
operating ministries is dated Movember 27, 1987.
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responsibility for the recurrent costs of the projects. Funding is provided by
Authority-to-Incur-Experditures (AIEs) issued by MPND to the districts From the
District Development Fund. The entire process is monitored and facilitated by
the DDF5, with the cutcome of each step being approved by DDFS before the

district can proceed.

Identification ard Selection of Districts by MPND

The selection of districts to be funded by the DOF is guided by the logic of
the RITC strategy. Initial concentration of DOF funds was intended to be in
districts that are underurbanized and are producing or could preduce considerable
agricultural amd livestock Surpluses. In accordance with the rural-urban balance
strateyy, such districts are presumed to have a need for expanding the number and
size of small towns to provide better market and employment opportunities.

Lata on district urbanisation and agricultural production were collected by
RUPS and combined into an RTPC distric‘g identificatior{ index which assigned a
numerical score to each district. Details of the district identification process

are provided in RPD Technical Peport No. 1 of 1987.38 an evaluation of the

I81he district identification index, which is supposed to select |
underurbanisszyl districts with high agricultural/livestock potential, is composed
of three components. The firs: camponent measures underurbanisation. It is
simply the ngative of the percentage of population in each district living in
urhan areas (cnntres with a population greater than 2000) during the 1979
census. The second two components measure agricultural production and the
availability ot surplus for e¥panding production. Ore is savings as calculated
from the CB5 Rural Household Budget survey of 1981-82. This is supposed to serve
as a proxy {or smallholder surplus. The other is combined agriculture and
livesteck sales to marketing boards for 1980-85. Standard scores (actual
variable value for each district less the arithmetic mean of the variable across
all districts, standardized on the standard deviation for all observations) are
calculatad for each of the comonents.  In order to weight agricultural
production amd underurbanisation equally, the standard score for the
underurbanisation component is multiplied by two. This is then added to the
other two comonents to arrive at the ircex value for each diztrick.
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criteria uscr to select RTPC districts ard sites is presented in a separate RMRD
discussion paper, No. 7 of July 1949.

Althoxjh the index initially developed for RTPC district selection was used
to identify the first two rounis of participating districts, its application was
modified to make the programme more politically acceptable. Rather than
selecting the districts scoring highest nationally in the selection index, the

highest scoring district in each province was selected for the first round, ard

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 RITC
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 country. This has resulted in the selection of a number of Arid ard Semj -
Arid Laonds (£SAL) districts for inclusion in the early rourds of the programme,
including Fwale and Taita-Taveta in Coast Province, Mandera and Wajir in
Northeastern Province, amd Kitui in Eastern Province. In the long run, all
districts in Kenya (except Nairobi and Mombasa) are expected to benefit from the
Procramme.

- Proponents of the current process point out that the selection of one
district from rach province improves the nation-wide equity of the programme ard
provides furrls for urban infrastructure development to districts which have
historically been neglected in this area. Purthermore, it is possible to argue
that there are in most districts high potential agricultural or livestock areas

whers DU intersantions a-c lizely to stimulate the local econcmy greatly.
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phile both of these points are certainly true, the programme’s designers clearly
intenderd the programme to augment economic efficiency and maximize increases in
erploymant and production, which requires focusing on the districts with the
highest potential. Proponents of the original objectives of the RTEC progranme
would urdoubtedly argue that there are other substantial programmes which channel
funds to ASAL areas, and that RTPC funds were not intended for these areas.
whichever side is more correct, political realities have dictated that all
provinces must be covered under the RTPC prcgramme. This political guideline is
applied to most govermment programmes of significant scope, and it is unlikely
that the current rules will be changed.

What must still be decided by senior MEND officers is how the programme will
proceed after scme provinces have an RTPC in each district while others do not.
Several provinces, such as Mortheastern, Western, and Nyanza, have only three or
four districts within their jurisdiction, while Rif: Valley has thirteen. Even
given the fact that two districts per year are being taken from Rift Valley, all
districts in the smaller provinces will have benefitted from the RTPC programme
by the thiri or fourth rourd, while Rift Valley and several other provinces will
have a number of districts yet to benefit. The Goverrment must decide if some
districts in the smaller provinces will be allcwed tc have sacord RTPCs before
certain districts in the larger provinces have had any.

The miin political and burcaucratic battle in the future will be to maintain
the use of established criteria for RTPC selecticn. This will not be easy, as
demonstraterd by the fact that, during the precess of selecting the sccond of RIPC
districts to ke funded during the 1989/90 financial year, a third district was
adderd to the two districts selected from Rift Valley Province using MRUD

criteria, fven though this diztrict scored jzw - Ln the selection index than
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several other districts in the province which have not yet benefitted from the
RITC programme. 39 While this district's selection is a special case, the
cbjectives of the programme will be seriously urdermined if political criteria
becaon2 gencrally more important than economic criteria in selecting other
districts and their RTPCs. This would particularly be a problem if RTEC sites
within districts that did not meet the requirements of the programme were

selected for political reasons.

Selection of RITC Cardidate Centres by MERND

After the districts to participate in the RIPC programme are identified, a
short list of candidate touns for each of the districts is prepared by RUPS
staff accowling to technical criteria developed by MPND. These criteria are
detailed in RPD Technical Report No. 2 of 1987, and examples of how they are
applied are provided in RPD Technical Reports Nos. 3 ard 4 of 1987.40 Tne
criteria used by RUPS to identify the RTPC short list are essentially those that
the districts use to make the final RTDC selection, which are listed ard briefly

explained below.4l The MPND shor: lists of RTPC cardidates for the first and

39!L:rjmo, the district that was added, would have been eligible for RTEC
furrlineg in the 1991/92 financial year if the criteria had been followed.

A0Zam: of the RTPC selection criteria were measured using data available
from cantral goverrment sources, while others required the collection of data
from the districts by RUPS officors. Teams of officers spend several months per
RTPC raany] in the field collecting the required data, entaring it on
microcomputer using a spreadsheet programme, and calculating the various indexes.

*Uhe criteria used by RUPS to identify the short list are measured by
specific data which are used to create an index ranking the towns being
considered. ‘the DOCs are more likely to make their selection decision on the
basis of a comewhat more subjective estimation of how the RIPC candidates meet
the programme criteria. It should also be noted that several steps are taken by
RUPS prior to the application of the criteria mutually considered by RUPS and
the NO”s In the selection pProcrss.  The numcer of towns considered for the short
list in a particular case depends on the population of the district, and no town
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secord rounds of the programme are presented in Appendix I.

Althawrh the final selection of an RTEC is the responsibility of the DDC,
preparing a short list for the DOC insures that any site selected as an RTPC will
meet the basic objectives of the programme. Selection of RTPCs on purely
political grourds is thus precluded as long as the current identification
- procedures are followed.

The collection and analysis of data used to construct the RTPC selection
index and to identify a short list for each participating district has thus far
prexaavlod smeothly.  RUPS has forwarded short lists of candidate towns in good
tim to all participating DCCs for their consideration. -

‘hera have been a number of concerns raised by several parties about the
nature and measurement of the KITC site selection criteria.42 Many of these
corv2mms are quite valid, and efforts are expected to be made to improve the

seloction criteria in future rounds of the progza:me."’?-

Final_Selection_of RIPCs by DX

After compiling the short lists, RUPS staff visit each of the districts from

which an RIPC is to be selected. They brief the District Executive Committees

which had a popalation of greater than 5,000 in the 1979 Census can pe
considered.

A2USATD, the only donor to support the RIPC programme thus far, is
particularly concerned by the exclusion of towns that had a population of more
than 5000 in the 1979 census. Representatives of other donors, including the
World Dank, GMA, and DANIDA have expressed reservations about the way certain
RIPC selection criteria, particularly these related to levels of economic
activity, are measured. RUPS acknovledges that there are indeed problems in this
regard, but argue that they were unavoidable given the haste with which the
necessary fieldwork for the early rounds of the programme had to be completed.

43An asuessment of these criteria and recommendaticns for improving them are
contained In PMRD Discussion Fapor No. 7 (July 1989).
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(DECs) on the guidelines ard criteria to be used in selecting the RIFC site, ard
the DECs then communicate this information to the full DDCs.%4 The DOCs are
expacted 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 DCC in making its
selection from the short list of candidate towns are as follows:

1. Size of Market Area: An RIPC is expected to serve a
substantial market area as defined by population. The DOC should
take into consideration the relative importance of the candidate

towns in rural-urban trade. Centres with larver market areas are
to be given priority.

2. Urban Economic Activity: There should be significant
trading and manufacturing activities in an RTFC town. The town
should have an active market and commercial sector with good
cconcmic links to its market area and other urban centres.

3. Agricultural and Livestock Preductivitv of the Market
Area: The productivity of the agricultural hinterland surrounding
an RTPC shculd be high. The hinterland is the area surrounding an
RIPC which provides the RIPC with agricultural products and is
supplied with farm inputs, manufactured goods and services by the
town. ‘The DOC is expected to consider the relative productivity
of the hinterland of short-listed towns in selecting an RIPC site.

4. Econcomic Potential: A high level of econcmic potential of
a candidate RIPC is an irportant consideration.  Econcmic
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 ard its
hinterland. Areas with the highest potential are expected to be
given priority.

5. The Proximity of Competing Market Centres: RIPC market
expansion should not be at the expense of nearby competing market
centres. RIPCs are supposed to meet urmmet needs rather than crowd

44The DECs are comprised of senior members of the DDC, and they generally
consider major issues first and make recommendations to the full DOCC. The DECs
meet on a monthly basis, while the DOCs are required to meet only four times a
year. For more informaticn on how the DECs and DDCs function, see the Goverrment
of Kenya Dighrict Focus for Rurl Tevelerrent handhbock (1987) and Cohen ard
Hook's paper on district planning in Kenya (1536).
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the growth of existing centres. The DOC must weigh this issue in
its selection process. In cases where two candidate centres
receive approxirmately the same rating in RTPC choice, that centre
which is furthest away from a competing market centre receives
priority.

6. Qurrent levels of Infrastructure: Although there are no
particular types of infrastructure that must exist for a town to
be eligible for RTPC funding, RIPC package camonents should
camplement existing infrastructure in a market centre and its
surrounding area. Priority is initially expected to be given to
market centres that need only a few additiomal infrastruct-ure
projects to complete a good infrastructure systen.

7. Project Viability: RIPC infrastructure projects must be
shown to ke viable to the satisfaction of MEND. Although formal
cost-benefit analyses are not expected, simple feasibility studies
must. ba conducted for all project components according to
guidelines provided by MIND. Some urban centres might need
certain investrents that cannot be justified dh the basis of
relative costs and benefits. Others might have the need for
investments with a much higher probability of generating net
benefits ard stimulating preductivity. This latter group is
expected to be given priority in the selection process.

8. District Priorities: Districts should also tare account of
their own priorities in selecting an RIPC site. .The RTPC
Programme is intended to be a highly integrated’ component of the
District Focus for Rural Development Strategy, which maintains
that local kncwledge is an important factor in RTEC choice. It is
assumxd that district priorities are broadly consistent with
national priorities outlined in Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1986 and
the district's most recent Development Plan. In addition,
district priorities that conflict with the objectives of the RIPC
projromme cannot be considered. For exarple, schools and
community centres, even if they are a district's first priorities,
cannot be funded because they are not consistent with RTEC
programme objectives and guidelines.

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

thoughtfully considered by the DCCs in their deliberations about a final RTPC

Documents detailing the criteria were provided by MEMD in sufficient

quantity for all DOC members, ard the briefings of the DEC by RUPS officers

generally went fairly smcothly curing the first rcund. EUPS officers, however,

EXpress some concern about whether DEC members fully urvierstand Govermment's

rural-urban balance strategy and the criteria for RTPC selection. There was very
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little MEMD contact with the DOCs from the time the initial briefings were held
to the timz when the DOCs made their final selections.

Available evidence from minutes of DEC and OOC meetings suggests that at
least some of the districts made an attempt to use the criteria as instructed.
For =xample, the Bungoma DEC minutes of December 11, 1987 discuss in detail the
briéfinq given by RUPS on the application of RTFC selection criteria. The
Kericho DOC 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 DOC and DEC minutes are not very detailed, but
other supporting information was provided. For exarple, the MRND received a
letter dated March 23, 1988 from the Kirinyaga District Commissioner (CC)
detailing the reasons for selecting Kutus as their RIEC.

‘n a few cases, there was little or no documentation of the RIPC selection
process.  For example, the minutes of the Xwale COC meeting held on November 30,
1987 simply state that 'the DOC approved Kinango Trading Centre to be considered
urder this pregramme. " Similarly, the Mandera DCC meeting minutes of Cecember 7,
1987 say only that the "DEC recommendation that Rhamu qualifies for the Rural
Trade and Production Centre Programme was ratified by the DOC." 1In both of these
Cases, district officers convinced MIMND officers verbally that the centges chosen
were the most appropriate ones for the RTEC programme, but no written records of
this exist excopt for brief notes in some DOFS field trip reports.43

It might te argued that strict adherence to the selection criteria by the
DOCs is mol: crucial to the success of the programme because all of the urban

centres on the short list meet the basic criteria to some extent. Although the

45AJ@ of the minutes and other docments cited in this section ray be fourd
on MitiD Flle to. EPD/AC 9/04.
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DECs may not choose as RTPCs the centres that are "optimal" with respect to the
selection criteria, any centre selected should meet the basic objectives of the
proqramy:.  Leaving ‘:_he. final selection to the DOCs allows for increased local
political participation in accordance with District Focus for Rural Development.
It also provides an opportunity for DOCs to use their generally superior
knowledge of the district to take into account factors not adequately included in
the RUPS =election criteria.

In geveral first-round districts, there were significant delays on the part
of a frw UXI5 in selecting their FTPCs, but most DOCs had made their selec:ion by
the erd of 1927. None of the DOCs filed the formal report to MPND required by
the RIPC proyramme 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.?% As noted above, DOC minutes and official letters sometimes served
the prirpose of justifying their decision, but such sub§titutes in no case
provided the level of analysis that was expected to be contained in the formal
selection report.

Several first-rocund districts made selec-ion decisions that demanded special
acticn by DOFS. In April 1983, the Elgeyo Marakwet DOC formally recommended as
its RTPC a town (Kapsowar) that was not on MPND's short list. In the RUPS
analysis, this town was included in the hinterland of a nearby RTPC candidate
tom. After additional data collection and site visits (including inspections of
Kapsowar ardd the urban centres on the shor: list) during the period June~
Septamter 1233, it was decided that RUPS had erred in not ircluding Kapsowar on

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

1€In future roumds of the programme, a stanuard form must be submitted for
this purpenc bnfore fivther implementation steps can be taken.
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recommendation of RUPS officers, Kapsowar was ultimately approved as Elgeyo
Marakwet's RTPC.

Ringoma District had trouble selecting an RTPC because of disagreement among
Members of Parliament sittirg on the DOC. Each naturally wanted the RITC located
in his constituency to be selected, and the DOC was for some time unable to
: select one town from the short list to benefit from the prograrme. During their
visit to the district in August 1988, DDFS officers were informed by the District
Cevelopment Officer that a particular urban centre had been selected by the DOC,
when this was not the case. As the officers arrived at the "selected" RTTC, they
werc mit by the MP for the area in question, who proceeded to inform the visiting
Leam about the package of invesiment projects that was needed in the RTPC. A
subsequent meeting with the MP, the DDO, ard the OC rade it clear that the OC was
also supporting the selection of this particular town. Despite repeated
requests over many months, the DDO failed to submit the minutes of the DOC
meeting at which the district's RTEC had supposedly been selected. The DDFS
officers finally realized that they had not been fully informed of the actual
situation wher, the Permanent Secretary of MPND received a copy of a letter from
another of the district's MPs to the Bungoma DC dated Auqust 30, 1988 s..atmq
that the urtin centre in question had never been appraved by the DDC as an RTEC..
This matter was not resolved until the November 1983 Bungoma DOC meeting, when
the disputed centre was finally ratified as the district's RTEC.

Several lessons can be learned from the above experiences. First,
headquarters of Ficers should not forget the District Focus assunpticn that the
members of the DDCs know the districts better than they do. If the DrcC suggests
a centre mot on the Ministry's short list as an RIPC, it is important to

investigate rather than reject their recommendations. Second, had the s~lection
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criteria been better defined ard more accurately measured, it is unlikely that an
irportant RTPC candidate centre would have been overlooked. Finally, MPND
officers mist carefully monitor the RTPC selection process and insist on formal
verification from the DOC of the selection of a particular centre as an RIPC
before any steps are taken towards implementation. Political interference in the
selection preccess cannot be eliminated, but MPND must do its best to ensure that
the basic rules set forth by DOF are followed, so that the economic ard

erployment gains anticipated by the RTPC strategy can be realized.

Identifying the RIPC Project Package

Districts funded by the DDF to irplement an RiPC are expected to begin the
precess of designing an investment package proposal as socn as possible after
selecting their RIPC tcwn. The package identification process is the
responsibility of the DDCs, but as with RTEC site selt::-ction, the guidelines
prepared by FUPS and DDFS and issued kv MEND must be followed to ensure that the
objectives of the programme are met as fully as possible.

The RII< programme funds a set of projects as an investment package. The
rationale for funding packages of investments is that, in order to enhance the
productivity of an RTPC ard its hinterland, a minimum package of basic
interrelatad infrastructure projects is required. Packages are expected to be
designed to enhance the potential for increased agricultural productivity, the
gro«th of non-farm manufacturing and commercial activities, and the creation of
productive job opportunities in small-scale businesses and micro-enterprises.

RIPC investments are supposed to work towards relieving bottlenecks that
irpede growth and discourage private investments in the RTPC town and its

hinterlard. Exarples of bottlenecks irclude voor farm-to-marcket roads, a lack of
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electricity or water, the absence of machinery maintenance services or
inadequate facilities for the collection and marketing of farm preduce.

Camponents of packages may cover physical infrastructure as well as services
designed to provide various kKirds of support for farmers, traders and local
manufacturers. Possible physical infrastructure package components might
inclwle, for example, water supply; power/energy supply, i.e., generators, solar,
biogas, step-down transformers, small hydro-electric projects; storage facilities
for grain or famm inputs, coolers for perishables; slaughter houses and
refrigeration; markets, stock auction Yards, bus-parks; town roads, stomwater
drainage, and street lighting; all weather link roads; and, telephone ard postal
services. Rehabilitation or augmentation of existing facilities may be furded
under the RTTC programme.

In addition to physical infrastructure, other components of an RTPC package
might irvolve a number of wide-ranging SUPPOrt measures, most of which may
require certain inputs in addition to construction funding, such as technical
assistance frem ministries and nongoverrmental organizatians (NGOs) .  Examples
include: organizing cooperatives to collect and market preduce; setting up
educational programmes to train local entreprereurs in business and technical
skills; ard, forming organizations representing local small-scale Lusinesses or
mcro—enterprl.,es In some cases, such organizations and Programmes may already
exist, but refomms in their policies ard procedures may lead to removal of
existing bottlenecks and further stimulate local economic activity.

DOF policy proscribes the furding of investments in administrative offices,
scheol-buildings, health centres and other social service facilities. Projects
MUt be directly related to promoting the econcmic productivity of each area.

Projects submitted 5y the CCCs wnich do rot meet thls requirement are remcved
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from the package proposal by DOFS. The only exception to this MEND guideline
restricting DDF furding of sccial 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 distonce.

It was originally intended that the DDF would fund consultants to work with
~ the DDCs to identify the RIPC project packages in each district to ensure that
the requirements of the RIPC programme would be met. During initial visits to
participating districts by a RUPS team in September-November of 1987 to explain
the procedures for selecting RIPC towns, 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. 1In
response to this request, the MPND decided in January 1988 to make limited
funding available to the DOCs to assist them in identifying RIPC project
packages. While there are no particular ceilings spec;ified, this funding only
Covers expences directly related to the necessary fieldwork, such as petrol
expences anvd night out allowances for district and ministry officers involved in
the exnrcise.

In order to secure funding for this exercise, the District Ocrmnissi'oners are
required under official MPND quidelines to prepare a detailed budget for
submission to DDFS. Several districts took advantage of this funding during the
first rourd of the RTPC programme, and approved budgets were funded by an ATE
issued to the District Development Officer.

As initial investment packages for the selected RTPCs were being identified
by the DOCs, field trips were made to each participating first-round district by
DOFS staff during the period June-September 1968. Preliminary packages were

revieved by the headcuarters cfficers to ensure that ccrpenent prolects were
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basically consistent with the programme's objectives and that the total cost of
the package was kept more or less within the RIPC funding limit of Ksh. 15
million. Suggestions were made regarding inappropriate projects and missing
projects that seemed to be needed in the area. In socme cases, the DDCs had
Clearly done the required work, and a reasonable RTEC package was being
recomended.4’ In a few cases, social halls, schools, and other ineligible
facilities were recommended, and these were removed from the package. 48

Despite being well briefed, most districts initially paid little attention
to the RTPC funding ceiling, so that most packages came in far agver 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 anrd effort was required to scale it down to a realistic package.

Inadequate consultation with intended beneficiaries of RTPC projects was a
problem in scme districts when irvestment package plahs were being drawn up. In
the Suneka RIPC (Kisii District, Wyanza Province), for example, market users
actually confronted the DDFS/DCC team that was walking arcund the RTEC town to
look at the sites proposed for specific projects. On the basis of an Lrpromptu

meeting with these market users and followup investigations, the specifications

470ne of the most difficult aspects of briefing district officials was
convincing them that the DDC had control over the use of RTPC programme funding
only to the extent that their project proposals fell within the pregramme
objectives and guidelines. For example, in the first round of RTPCs, the Bungomra
DOC originally discussed dividing the DDF allocation for their district among
several centres. During preliminary visits for the second rourd, officers in
Wajir District proposed improving waker 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 preblems involved with having to
include an ASAL district which receives inadequate development assistance in a
programmz that was originally designed for high potential districts.

43E‘ielc:l reports on the trips to the first-round RTPCs, including
recarmendations for changes in project packages, are fourd in Ministry ot
Planning amrl Mational Development File No. EPD/AC 9/04.
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and the site of the market being built as an RIPC project were medified.

In the end, there was good Cooperation between the DDCs and MEMD on project
package identification in most districts, and field reports and DOC minutes
indicate general satisfaction with the packages agreed upon informally during
DOFS field visits.4? The process would have moved more smoothly, however, if
- districts had worked within the funding ceiling and provided MPND with written
justification of the proposed investment package.

Despite the reasonable results of package icdentification in the first round
of the RTPC programme, a number of issues must be more adequately dealt with in
subsequent rourds.  First, more emphasis should be placed on formally defining
the RITC hinterland and identifying bottlenecks in rural-urban linkages. These
are central to the basic objectives of the programme, and they need to be more
stromly highlighted. Better briefing materials for the COCs, more frequent
field visits and improved monitoring by headquarters staff, ard better research
by MPND or consultants is required.S50

Vin som: cases, the districts were actually more attentive to following up
the DOF5 field visits than DOFS staff were. For example, DOFS staff macde a field
visit to Kutus (Kirinyaga District, Central Province) on July 14, 1988. The DDO
wrote a letter to DDFS on July 18, 1988 detailing what had been agreed on during
the field visit and which officers had assumed responsibility for particutar
tasks. Although DDFS staff always filed internal trip reports after such visits,
irn no wase were letters sent by DOFS to the districts outlining responsibilities
ard deadlines that had been agreed upon over the phone or in field visits. A
general letter was sent to all first—rourd RITPC distaicts in October 1988
reminrding them to finish any outstanding tasks they had taken responsibility for.

30consultants did one Indepth study of rural-urban exchange in Kutus
(Kirinyaga District, Central Province), one of the first-round RTPC districts
(Berdavid-Val, et. al., 1988) . Additional research of this nature in other
districts would help MEND to ldentify the sites where RTPC invesiments would
yield the greatest benefits. Such research can also assist in identifying the
types of investments that have the greatest potential to stimulate rural-urban
exchange. The Director of Planning wrote to the USAID Director on Noverber 27,
1987 requesting discussions on funding for additicnal RTPC studies. No formal
follewup has occurred to date, but MPND is currently reviving the process of
planning for an exterded resear—n programne.
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Second, the focus of the first-round RTPCs has been exclusively on physical
infrastructure. While such projects are unrdeniably necessary, certain
institutionil factors, such as the existence of suitable technical assistance
programs, the availability of credit, and effectively functioning cooperative
societies, may be just as important to the economic success of the RIPC area.
Institutional development is more difficult than the construction of projects,
and MPMND has little experience in implementing such projects. In the future,
more effort should be placed on evaluating the need for institutional
infrastructure in RIPCs. Coordination with the Small Enterprise Sector Programme
and consultation with other ministries, such as the Ministry of Co—operative
Cevelopment and the Ministry of Technical Training and Applied Technology, will
be required. In some areas, it will be desirable to get NGOs involved, ard it
may be neceszary for districts and the MBND to hire outside consultants.

Third, the issue of whether DOF funds can be used ‘to acquire land for RIEC
projects needs to be reviewed in a options paper. The project identification
Guidelines sent to Cs, the Office of the President, and the Permanent
Secretaries of all ministries in November 1987 Clearly state that DDF funding can
be used, where necessary, for this purpose.5! A team from DOFS roted lard
Compensation as a potential problem during its field trips to all RTEC sites
during the period July-September 1988.52 The team was concerned that much of the
RIPC funding might go to land acquisition in a few of the initial districts,
leavimy insufficient funds for infrastructural and institutional development, the
main purpose of the programme. In urban centres where pecple are aware that a
new development programme is to be started, land speculaticn is likely to occur.

5lFolio 12, part A, MPYD File No. EPD/AC 9/04.
52Folio 78, Part A, MPD File No. EPD/AC 9/04.
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Owners who krow that their land is a probable site for a donor-funded public
project may hegin to develop the land to drive up the required compensation
level.

Despite several internal meetings on the issue in September and October of
1988 and a generally negative feeling among MPND officers about over-using DDF
furds for lard compensation, no formal decisions were taken about this issue, so
that the districts quite reasonably assumed that the original quidelines
permitting land compensation from COF furds remained in effect. In the Mwingi
RI[PC (Kitui District, Eastern Province), where lard was a particularly
significant constraint, DDFS had been aware since July 1988 that land
ccmpensation was being requested. When their package proposal was finally
submitted, the district asked only for about three percent of their total RTEC
allocation to acquire land for a few key projects in the urkan centre. After
months without formally replying on this matter, MPND denied permission to use
OOF funds for land compensation in March 1989.53

The stated rationale for making land acquisition ineligible for DOF funding

is that the Sixth Maticnal Develooment Plan, 1989-93, which was issued subsequent

to the initial RIPC guidelines, calls for greater reliance on cost-sharing, so
that the cost of lard acquisition, in the spirit of cost sharing, should be
expected tn be borme by the Districts, local authorities, or beneficiaries of the
RITC projects. 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 extending the use of user charges for cost recovery in the

. 3 A letter from MPMD to the Kitui DC dated 9th March 1989 o, File No.
EPD/AC 9/04 states "categorically that no such compensation (for land) could be
paid out of IOF furds," and tha® unless the issue were rasclved straight W2y,
"the Ministry would be fereod to reccrmmend arother district...to benefit frcm the
Fund."
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fields of health, education, water supply, agriculture, ard 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 decnor-funded markets and busparks in small
Kenyan towns, e.g., the USAID Small Towns Programme-furded market in Kitui Town,
failiryy because they were not located in a part of town where people use them.34
This bning the case, it may not be prudent for the DDF to prohibit absolutely the
use of DOF funds for land acquisition. There may be cases where the districts
are genuinely unakle 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 the integrated package concept of the RTPC prograrme.

¥hether DOF is finally permitted to fund land acquisition for RTPC projects
or not, a clear lesson to be learnmed from what happened with the first group of
RIFCs 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 course 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 urhealthy mistrust for

the DDFS on the part of district officials.33

54For more information, see Alder, et. al. (1988).

9SAlthoigh the situation has been brought under control, MR had difficult
relations with the Kitui DOC for scme time, largely as a result of MPND actions
on the larvl isgue. ©Cn Acril 5, 1989, the Kitui DC wrcte to MOID stating that "in
the initial meeting, it was indicated that scme DOF money could be used to
purchase lanl. The change in policy was not communicated to us." Several
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Fourth, another problem encountersd in RTPC package identification and
planning that requires decisive action is the frequent unavailability of
reaconably up-to-date physical development plans for many small towns and urban
centres. In a number of cases, there are no plans at all. 1In other cases, the

plans tco dated to be useful. The physical plans for many of the RIPC towns
. visited by RUPS and DOFS teams date back to the early 1970s, a few even to the

1960s. Thus, they do not portray significant development that has occurred
during the past 15 or 20 years, during which the country's population has
doubled. These physical plans have been or are being revised for current RIFCs,
but they need to be updated more generally if they are to serve as a useful
planning tool for the implementation of future RTPC investment packages and other
types of development projects.

Fifth, ways must be found to assist and encourage the district
administraticn and cocunty council officers to irprove t.:he ranagement of
developmant activities in small towns and urkan centres. Cevelopment is
haphazard in some towns and centres, making proper planning difficult or
impossible. DOFS and RUPS officers have witneszed cases in which irdividuals
have constructed buildings on county council land without permission from the
council, ard no action has been taken by the council in response, Headqt;artexs
officers have also seen permanent and semi-permanent structures constructed on
land that, according to the District Physical Planner, had officially been
reserved for road construction. In one instance, there was a building on part of
the road recnrve of the main highway that had a telephone post rising frem its

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

letters have 21so been received frem the Kitui DG5S to register corplaints abeut
the way DOFG has been handling certain aspects of the RTPC implementaticn process.
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local econemic development, this type of haphazard physical development must be
controlled by district or local authority officials. Resources spent on
plarnning are wasted if efforts are not made to ensure that the plans are being
followed.

Formal Preparation of the RTPC Package Propesal

The DIX is expected to follow offici:l guidelines and procedures when
preparing an RTPC package proposal for submission to MEND.S6 a1l proposed
projects must be in support of the rural-urban balance strategy and strengthen
rural-urban linkages and the economic productivity of the RTEC town and its |
hinterland, according to the criteria and considerations outlined earlier. The
DCC must be able to justify each package component on these grounds, and must
provide basic information to the DOF.

There are two sets of forms for RIFPC project package proposals which are
expected to he submitted by the DOC to MPND for review and approval. Some of the
information requested will not be relevant for all RIPCs, but the DOC is expected
to include all information which relates to their desired RTEC package.

The first form is submitted after the DOC has identified a preliminary
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 ccmponent;

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

SCMmesn quidelines were issucd by MAND to first-round RIPC districts on
March 15, 1989. They are on MI1ID File No. EPD/AC 9/04.
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to be responsible for recurrent costs and the subsequent cperation
and maintenance of each component of the project package;

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

6. Informaticn on the existence of desig's for the desired
RIPC 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 RIPC districts must submit to MEND is the
formal application for disbursement of DOF funds for RTEC project construction.

The following information is required:

1. Detailed capital cost estimates for all components, ard,
if applicable, revenue estimates;

2. Information on the specifics of each component, progress
to date with preliminary tasks such as land acgquisition, and
details on the financing of recurrent costs;

3. For nen-infrastructural corponents of the package, the DOC
must identify the nature and possible sources of non-financial
inputs and resources required to make the project operational.

For example, if a training programre is considered necessary for
the RIPC package, the type of programme should be identified, and
suggestjons 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 nature and extent of the rencovations that will be required
to restore the facility or convert it to a new use;

5. Dretails on project management responsibilities and plans
for tervlering for construction; and,

. A sequencing for the implementation of the irnvestment
package and a tentative schedule for the implementation of each
component.,
This formal application for disbursement of DOF furds must be accorpanied by a
feasibility statement, detalied design drawirgs, full costings, and pills of
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quantities for each project in the RIPC investment package.

A preliminary assessment of the econcmic viability of the components of the
investment package must be part of the feasibility study conducted for each
component of the RIPC investment package.®’ An assessment of the degree to which
these projects are expected to be self-financing is required. Obviously not all
projects should be 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.

Given the difficulties of measuring benefits amd the limitations of existing
data, the justification of the project package is expected to be largely
qualitative, or measured in terms of whatever information is available to the
districts. For example, although it would be very difficult for district
offjcers 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 beneficiaries who will be served by a package component, e.g., the
number of houssholds 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 a training programme, 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 later stages of the RTEC planning and
implementation process, it may be possible to justify the package components and

estimite their impact more objectively and accurately.58

57The feasibility studies can be conducted by district officers, officers
of operating ministries, or consultants. The Ministry of Local Goverrment and
Physical Planning conducted feasibility studies for all markets, busparks and
slaughterhouses proposed in all first-round RTPCs.

5‘3:!9 detailed guidelines have been ism ts the first-rouwd districis
instructing them how to conduct basic feasibility studies. In future rourds of
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The process of prioritizing projects in the package also poses certain
difficulties. It is not expected that formal analysis will be urdertaken, for
example, by making direct comparisons between projects based on monetary
estimates of net benefits or benefit-cost ratios. Thus, the comparison and
ranmng is expected to be done in terms of a largely qualitative assessment of
‘the components of the package. This includes such factors as the project's
potential to remove 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
institutions involved to implement the project in a timely manner and cperate it
after construction.

Determining the cost of particular projects and their potential to generate
income will not be easy in the preliminary stages of RTPC package justification.
However, it is certainly possible to make rough estimates of costs and revenues
based on the erperience of other lecal 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 good decision-making.

After an RIPC package is submitted by a district for formal approval by
MPID, DDFS officers are supposed to review the package carefully to ensure that

it meets the objectives of the RTEC programme and the needs of the particular

the RITPC prugramme, participating districts will be provided with manuals
prepared by the Ministry of Local Goverrment and Physical Planning. These
manuals detail the project implementation process, from the planning ard
feasibility analysis phase to the construction and maintenance phases. 1In
addition, DOFS is developing seminars for district officers who are significantly
involved in the RTPC impl.mentaticn process. These will be held after tie
districts have selected thelr RIEC sites, but before the process of investment
package identification begins.
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RITC in question. Although brief site visits were made to all RIPC 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 RTDC 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,59
Enforcement of this requirement by DOFS has been poor. Without proper
justification of the package through at least simple feasibility analysis, DDF

resources may not be spent productively.60

RITC Irvestmont Package Implomomtation Overview

The selection of RIPC 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 arvl costings are complete for all of the first-:h:ourad RIPCs.
Construction has not yet begun in any district, but tender documents have been
prepared for most RIPC projects, and prequalification of contractors for

construction of RIPC projects is essentially complete.6l

59 fow districts, such as Kitui on April 1S, 1988 and Elgeyo Marakwet on
July 12, 1988, wrote letters to MEND listing their proposed packages, but no
justificatior was included. In other cases, packages were listed in DOC minutes.
In most cases, package justification was provided verbally to DDFS officers when
they visited the fieid.

601t must be acknowledged that there were a number of problems with the
forms that first-rourd RTPC districts were expected to return. Major revisions
have been made to the forms for use in subsequent rounds, and instructions for
their use have been substantially improved.

81aAn advertisement was placed in the Kenya Times in June 1989 requesting
replies from contractors interested in being considered for eligibility to
construct RTPC projects. Forty contractors had submitted their credentials
directly to MRND as of the closing date, ard a nunbe of contractors submitied

42



Design of RIPC Packege

According to the RTPC programme guidelines, the DOC must produce a formal
design of the package camponents after an RIPC package is approved by MEND.
wherever possible, designs already prepared by operating ministries are expected
"to be used. If none exist, district officers from sectoral ministries are
expected to do component design and costing.52 If this were beyord their
capacity, it was agreed that consultants would be hired with DOF funds at the
discretion of the DCC.

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 slow pace of programme implementaticn. 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 o.ostings carpleted by
particular dates. Scme districts had submitted nothing to MRD as long as one

year after the dates they had agreed to.63

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 Ministry of Public Works.

52This is one of the stages at which better working relationships between
MPRD and other cperating ministries, such as the Ministry of Water Development,
the Ministry of Local Government and Physical Planning, the Ministry of Public
Works, and the Ministry of Transport and Communications, would have been
extramely productive. Instead, the early design process was handled largely at
the district level. Had MPMD worked more closely with other ministries, it is
likely that more designs would have been produced by ministries, and it may not
have been necessary to turn virtually the entire design process over to ccnsultants.

63For exarple, a letter frow the Procvincial Planning Officer (FPRO) of
Wes’ern Province to MeND dated April 28, 1983 states that designs for the
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Headquarters also substantially contributed to costing and design delays.
Aside from occasional phone calls to the DDUs which were not formally recorded,
little implementation followup by DDFS officers was made for a pericd of many
months. Inadequate followup occurred to some extent because particular districts
were yaiting for MEND to make decisions about specific issues, e.q., furding to
help districts meet extraordinary expenses incurred in preparing the designs64,
provision of a list of consultants eligible to help the districts design projects
for which they did not have the capacity®3, etc. Despite repeated attempts by
DDFS officers to move forward, these decisions were simply not takgn for a lorg

period of time, so that district officials were waiting on MEND as much as or

more than MPMND was waiting on them.

Kimilili RTPC projects in Bungoma District would be submitted by May 31, 1988.
No designs had been received from this district by the time consultants were
appointed in April 1989. In other cases, the information promised was not
adequate to meet generally accepted standards. For example, a letter from the
DCO of Kirinyaga District dated July 20, 1988 states that designs and costings
for the proposed water supply and power connection projects in the Kutus RTPC
would be completed within six weeks. Although the District Water Officer sent a
submission to DDFS on September 9, 1989, it included only a bill of quantities
for the water project with no detailed drawings of the design on which the bill
of quantities wasz presurably based.

64For example, Elgeyo Marakwet District submitted on September 22, 1989
(Folio 100, Part A, File No. EPD/AC 9/04) a request for seed money totalling
Ksh.29,600 to help finance RTPC project designs in Kapsowar. The AIC (tumber DOF
820/1/88/89) for this seed money was not releasad to the DDO until February 22,
1989, despite the fact that procedures for releasing DOF funds had been outlined
since April 1988 (Folio 62, Part A, File No. EPD/AC 9/04). In November 1988, the

651t was agreed in early 1988 that MPND would prepare a register of
consultants eligible to cost and design RTPC projects and forward it to the
districts for their use in tendering for design and cost work which the districts
did not have the capacity to ccrplete. The register was done overr a several
month period in late 1988 with the assistance of the Ministry of bublic Works.
Despite the fact that the Permanent Secretary of MPND approved the register on
Cecember 9, 1933 (File No. EPD/AC 2,°04), it was never senl £o the districts, ard
it was never used until MBMD began appointing consultants in April 1989.
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The situation was further camplicated by internal organizaticnal problems
within MPND. After the MPND RIPC Task Force stopped meeting in July 1987, there
was no clear mechanism for formally making policy and disseminating information
on RTPC planning and implementation procedures, ard there were problems regarding
coordination of headquarters officers working on RTPC implementation.86
Furthermore, MPND was not vigorously following up certain options for advancing
RTPC implementation57, and scme problems resulted from frequent staffing and
leadership changes in both RUPS and DDFS during the 1987-89 pericd.

A major burst of activity in the design and costing of RIFC projects
occurred in March/April 1989, when it came to the attention of senior GoOK
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 RIPC programme,
additioml 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 MRND with decisions about RIPC implementation
being taken and ccmmunicated to the districts by MPND 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 DDF are
poorly organized and do not know what they are doing. This can lead to
unproductive relationships between DDFS and district officials.

67For example, it had been informally decided for scme time that the
Ministry of Local Goverrment 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 Programme. MPND delayed discussing this formally with MIGPP
for so long that the Economic Planning Department of MIGPP 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 feasibility studies in Noverter 1938, but did nek
receive the AIE until February 1989.
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Ministry of Finance (MOF) at the request of MEND to speed up the implementation
process by waiving for the first-round of RIFCs Goverrment requirements for
competitive bids on develcpment projects.68  MEND was authorized to appoint
Nairobi-based engineering/architectural consulting firms to do detailed designs
and costings for projects that had not already been designed in each of the
first-round RTFC districts.S9 Each consultant received a letter from MEND
inviting them to visit a particular district on a specific date to meet with
officials from DOFS and the DOCs. On the basis of that meeting, the consultants
were expected to prepare a propesal for an RTPC design and costing consultancy.
District Focus and RTEC programme guidelines requiring consultation with the

them. Each district simply received a letter from MPND stating that a particular
consultant had been appointed to work on RIPC de_signs.and costings in their
district, ard a date cn 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 ne.xt group

68his occwrre’ right around the time that a list of qualified consultants
had finally been prepared, allegedly to be forwarded to the districts in the
event that they wanted to hire oonsultants to assist with the design and costing
Of RTPC projects. Details of MPND's justification for requesting exemption from
established tendering procedures are not available because the request to MOF was
made on a confidential file.

69A prequalification process to identify consultants meeting the minimum
requirements of the Ministry of Public Works was conducted. Appointments to work
on specific RTPCs were then made from the list of consultants who met these
requirements. Fourteen of 43 prequalification applicants were accepted after
joint review by the MPND arg the Ministry of Public Works, and several additional
consultants were acddeg Sucsequently,
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of RIPCs. First, the draft DOF Handbook, which has served as a guide to MEND

officers since December 1987, states that "RIEC project packages must be
designed and costed, either by operating ministries or consultants hired by the
DDC through the District Tender Board." A circular on RTEC implementation sent
by the Permanent Secretary of MPND to the permanent secretaries of all operating
minist;.'ies 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 COF through the District
Tender Boards to do component design and costing."7® puring DOFS field trips and
meetings in Nairobi, district officials were continually given the impression 'by
headquarters staff that it would be the responsibility of the DOCs to decide if
consultants would be required to design and ccst the entire RTEC package or
particular comonents of it. Instead, without discussion with district officials
or DOFS officers, MAND wrote letters to DOCs informing tRem to expect specific
ccnsultants on a particular date.’l

More problematic than the appointment of consultants by headgquarters, which
undoubtedly will have the desirable effect of increasing the pace of RIPC
implementation, is the fact that the consultants were hired without contracts

detailing terms of reference.’? Each consultant hired by MPND simply received a

7Othis point is repeatedly set forth in RTPC programme procedural documents
In MPND File No. EPD/SC 237/417/01 and File No. EPD/AC 9/04.

Tlmis generated a rumber of informal and formal complaints from several
districts. For example, the Kitui District Commissioner wrote to MPND on April
5, 1989 (Folio 80, Par: B, File No. EPD/AC 9/04) in protest: "We in the District
were made to believe that we were the ones to chocse the consultants following
your recomendations. You went ahead and picked the consultants without
consulting the DDC or the DEC."

72These contracts were finally prepared, reviewed by the Attorney General's
Office, and signed by all parties in late June 1989, kut most of the casign work
had been campleted by this tire.
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letter stating that the firm was being commissioned to design and cest an RITC
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 DOC or the
5upe.rvisory responsibilities of MEND in working with the consultants to ensure
that the needs of the distric: and the objectives of the RTEC programme are nmet.
In addition, the consultants were not always properly briefed by MPND regarding
implementation problems in particular districts.?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 proéer contract, scme problems arose in the field. In a
number of cases, the consultants initially proceeded with their work without
working closely with relevant district officials, and'DDOs from several districts
informally complained o headquarters officers. It seems that sare consultants
were intent on designing all of the first-round RTPC package projects frem
scratch, even those that had already been designed in full or in part by
district-level officials #rom particular line ministries.

The various problems outlined above were eventually worked out, and a
pPackage of projects has been designed for each RIPC so as to satisfy the both the

districts and MEND.74 1t ig Clear from the preceding discussion, however, that

ror example, the consultants working on the Mwingi RTPC (Kitui Districi_:)

74The correspondence among MRND, MEW, the districts and the consultants on
File EPD/AC 9/04 (Part D) suggests that, in most cases, a cooperative working
relationship was eventually developed among the various parties involved in RTEC
implementaticn. By late Sep:lerker 1979, all first-round COCs had arproved
designs and costims for their RIPC projects.
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the early stages of the RIPC implementation process could have been better
planned and executed. Neither headquarters nor district officials have been
doing the tasks for which they are responsible in anything approaching a timely
manner.  MEND has yet to issue a detailed set of procedures and policies for
RTPC implementation, and some of those which exis: have been arbitrarily
'altered.75 Furthermore, decisions are sometimes taken without a sufficient
understandling and balanced discussion of the issues involved, and these decisions
are not: e(fectively commnicated to either district officials or relevant DOFS
officrrs. Indeed, conflicting information has been communicated to the
districts, at times undermining the implementation work that they have
undertaken. Finally, commnication and cocordination with other ministries that
have a key role to play in RTPC implementation has been highly inadequate, and it
has tended to occur only when MPND requires the assistance of a particular
ministry. Although this situation has improved, procedures for interministerial

cooperation on RTPC implementation have not been formalized.

Mlocation of DOF Funds to Participating RTPC Districts

In a given year, the allocation of DOF furds among the districts is supposed
to be based on the costing of RTPC project packages. As discussed earlier, the
RTPC programme funds a group of projects for a given centre. Because of
different infrastructure and service needs, RTPC package components may vary
significantly ard, therefore, so might a given centre's allocation of DOF furds.
For this reason, it is not possible to determine in advance precisely what the

actual allecation per district will be in a particular financial year, althouch

7SpoFs is currently working on a procedural handtook and a detailed
irplemontaticn schedule for subsequent rounds of the programme.
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it is presumed that the districts will generally try to use the maximum amount of
furds avajlable to them. Given the total allocation of funds for the first round
of RTPCs and the number of RTPCs to be funded, it was decided that the ceiling
for any given RIPC 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, wmost of the eight first-round RTPCs are costed at closer to Ksh. 20
million, which initial donor funding should just ba abla to covar.

The various DDFS visits to the first group of RTPCs 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 important facilities,
at least one or two vital, large-scale types of infrastructure, such as an
adequate water supply, electricity, or all-weather roads.’6 Projects of this
nature are often extremely expensive to undertake, suggesting that, if the DOF
finances them, there will not be much money left over f.or other projects needed
in a given RIPC. This may be legitimate in a case where much basic
infrastructure is already in place and the lack of one or two major types is the
principal bottleneck to the take—off of the local economy. In cther 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 programme may improve the town and the

76cre of the criteria for early RTPC candidates is supposed to be that the
town only lacks a few types of infrastructure. 1In many of the towns selected as
first-round RTPCs, this is Clearly not the case. A majority of them require
significant improvement of roads and augmentation of their water supply. Four of
the eight (Kapscwar in Elgeyo Marakwet District, Kipkelion in Kericho District,
Suneka in Kisii District, and Rhamu in Marcera District) lack electricity, and
several others require extension of electricity lines. Virtually all of the
first-round RIPCs also requested some combirnticn of markets, Eusparks,
slaughterhcuses, livestock auction/holding facilities, and grain storage silos.
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quality of life for its inhabitants, but the RTEC prograrme objective of greater
economic yrowth will not necessarily be realized in the area.

The lack of basic infrastructure in most first-rourd RTECs suggests that the
criteria may have not been applied as carefully in the 1987 RUPS surveys as they
should have been, or that RUPS officers have not carefully defined what
constitutes "a few major types of infrastructure." Lacking a buspark and market
is obviously 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 cestly
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 prebably not a sufficient level of
funding to provide many of the small urban centres in 'hiqh-pote.ntial rural areas
with the minimm infrastructure required to stimulate rural-urban exchange
significantly. It may thus be necessary to consider increasing the funds
available to individual RTFCs. Options to do so would include: first, looking
for ways for the DOF and the relevant DOC to cooperate formally with oth.er
funding sources, such as operating ministries (e.g., Ministry of Water
Development), other programmes (e.g., the Rural Electrification Programme) , cther
furds (e.g., Rural Developme.r;t Fund), the Local Goverrment Loans Authority,
parastatals (e.g., Kenya Post and Telecomrunications), etc. DOFS would agree to
release DOF furds 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 sipstantially rmised:
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or, third, concentrating the scarce DDF rescurces in fewer very high potential
RIFCs.

These are all problematic choices. First, involving other funding sources
may cause significant delays in planning and implementation because of the
additional steps and greater coordination effor: required. Second, abtaining 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 RTPC programme functioning effectively. Thus far, there has not been enough
research justifying the need for the RTPC programme, and implementation has been
slow.”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 attempt to obtain a larger pool of donor furds for
Subsequent rounds of the RTPC programme. Commencing with the secord round, the
furding ceiling per RTEC has tantatively been raised to Ksh. 25 millicn per RIFC,
pending the availability of donor furding.

Ancther significant issue with RTFC funding is the way that funds are
released Ior projects. Contrary to initial expectations’8, all funding for RTECs
is being disbursed fully as grants. This practice seems to contxadict the logic
of Sessiomal Paper No. 1 of 1986, which highlights the need to create revolving

furd finance mechanisms for basic infrastructure to ensure that sufficient

TTwnile Kenya's high degree of underurbanization and the need for additional
viable urban centres is Clear, the justification for the focus on small towns and
the impact of urban infrastructural improvements on agricultural grewth have not
been clearly demonstrated.

7830e Evans (1986) and early DOF prograrme decuments on MEND File Mo. EPD/SC
237/417/0%,
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resources will be available to meet growing future infrastructure needs.
Furthermore, 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 preductive
investments if they were required to pay back at least some portion of the
capital used for infrastructure construction.’?

It would be more supportive of the goals of the Sessional Paper and the
GOK's infrastructural needs if some funds, at least these for revenue—generating
infrastructure, were disbursed as loans. It would also be more consistent with
the funding strategies currently being emphasized by major donors, such as the
World Bank and USAID. On the other hand, it must be recognized that there are
major difficulties involved. Political considerations aside®0, there is the
issue of to which legal entity the loans would be made. In some cases, local
authorities would be the appropriate institution because the completed projects
would be operated by lecal 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 capacity to operate. 1In such cases, the facility could be operated by a
district or an operating ministry, but it is not clear that it would be -
reasonable to expect either of them to repay the funds used o construct the
facility. In a few cases, it may be possible to turmn operational responsibility

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

79hese issues are discussed in Sessional Paper No. 1 of 1986, pp. 48-53,
ard Evans (1986).

80me most obvicus political consideration is that any Member of Parliament
would 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.
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important one that requires further aralysis and debate. S5l

RITC Package Terdering, Construction amd Implementation Monitoring
After the designs ard the implementation schedule are approved by MPND and

the DOCs, the RTPC packages go to terder for construction through the Distric:
Tender Boards. Same tender documents will cover single projects, while others
‘will cover a group of related projects. If any tender exceeds Ksh. 1 million,
the signatures of both the OC ard the PS of the Ministry of Planning and National
Development will be required on the resulting contract. Separate AIES for each
contract—to a maximm of the engineering cost estimates for the project(s)
covered under that contract—will be issued to the DCs to finance project
implementation. In order to keep better control over DDF furds, 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
disbursement.

Supervision of RIPC contractors is the responsibility of the districts.
However, at least for the first round of RTECs, 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 Office.r
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
immediately to DDFS.

8LMmere was an early idea that RTPC funding should be disbursed on a
Competitive basis. A certain mmber of districts would be invited each year to
propose a particular urban centre for RTEC funding. The districts that selected
the most appropriate centres ard identified the investment packages most
supportive of rural-urtan balance gcals would be awarded RIEC funrding. This idea
was rejected as heing politically infeasible.
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The DOFS is expected to monitor the implementation of the RTEC Procgramme on
a ongoing basis, as MEND does with projects funded under RDF and EEC
Microprojects. DDFS officers will make field trips on a regular basis to monitor
RTPC irplementation progress. In addition, the DDFS, assisted by Management
Information System (MIS) staff with project monitoring experience, is am:ently
.work:.ngonawerterlzedsystemtokeeptrackof the use of DOF funds and RTDC
project implementation. This systam is expectsd to ba fully operaticnal by tha

end of the 1989-90 financial year.

The monitoring system is being designed in such a way that it will be easy
to input and update the information provided on RTEC application forms submitted
by the districts to MBND. The Syscem will also be used to document experditures
incurred by the rRTPC projects, which are o be reported as they occur by each pDo
and consulting team to the DOFS officer responsible for the district. Feedkack
on the RTPC financial situation is expected to be 1ssued by DOFS to the DDO avery
quarter. At the erd of each finmancial year, the DDO is required to submit a
Separate annual report on DOF activities to the MEND. Corrective steps are to be
taken in cases where implementaticn is not proceeding adequately.

As the first group of RIPC districts are constructing the package corrponenf's

will be selecting KIPC sites. This type of ongoing process will continue, with
different districts in different stages of the RTPC Prcgramme. The lessons
learned as the RrreC programme implementation continues can be used to improve
operating procedures for future rourds.

Nvayo Shed Proqramme Imolementation

An important Ccopenent of cverall rural-urtan balarce activities is the
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funding of Nyayo Sheds for jua kali activities in the urtan centres of the
districts.82  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 RTECs. The MEND, 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 towns in order of priority for participation in the Programme.

The former Ministxy of vorks, Housing and Physical Planning produced a
standard design and bill of quantities for Nyayo Sheds. This information was .
sent to the DOCs, and they were supposed to get location-specific construction
quotations through the District Tender Beards. 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 from the eligible list that would
be able to participate in the Programme and the number of sheds that could be
financed in each locaticn.

The Ministry of Industry helped to identify these towns with the greatest

82me Goverrment of Kenya's strategy for small enterprise development is
laid cut in the Sixth Develorment Plan, 1989-93, ard in greater detail in "A
Stratogy for Small Entarprisae Devalorment in Kenya," (Nairebi: ccvermment o2
Kenya/Intermational Labour Organization/United Nations Develcpment Programme, 1989).
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need for Nyayo Sheds as well as assisted in the formulation of criteria for
determining eligibility for space in the sheds. The Ministry of lLocal Goverrment
was invited to provide input into Nyayo Shed town selection through local
authority representatives to the DOCs because it was originally expected that
local authorities would have the responsibility for ownership and cperation of
t.'hese' facilities. The Ministry of Local Goverrment was also expected, with the
assistance of information from the Ministry of Planning and National Development
and the Ministry of Industry, to have primary responsibility for determining
eligibility criteria for use of Nyayo Sheds and for designing space allocation
rules.

As demonstrated by the above, there wes gocd interministerial ooope.mtioﬁ as
preparations were being made to construct Nyayo sheds. However, the programme
moved slower than senior GOK officials had hoped, and this is certainly a major
reason why it was remcved from the DOF portfolio. After:.the programme wWas taken
over by the Ministry of Technical Training and Applied ;I'echnology in March 1988,
it moverd more rapidly, but somewhat less syste.rratically.83 To get the programme
underway as rapidly as possible, certain of the rules originally set up to govern
programme implementation were set aside. Requirements for tendering were
relaxnd, probably leading to higher construction costs.84

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

83pyayo Shed programme guidelines were issued by the Permanent Secretary of
the Ministry of Techiical Training and Applied Technology on September 13, 1988.

BAyo terdering was required for Nyayo Shed construction in the first 15
districts to participate in the pregramme. Instead, DCs were asked to censult
with the Ministry of Public Works regarding the nomination of contractors. The
Ministry of Public Works was given the authority for overseeing day-to-day
construction activity, and its representatives made progress reports to the
Ministry of Technical Training and Applied Technology. The two districts in
which Myayo Sheds were mcst recently plarned, Tana River and West pPokot, <«re
following normal tendering procedures through the DOCs.
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inappropriate locaticns. In Kericho, for example, the sheds are far outside of
town, ard in Kisii, the sheds are located in a place where users of the sheds and
their customers are not accustomed to working and shopping. Inappropriate site
selection can affect not only the utilization rate of the facilities, but also
access of users to basic services required for their work, such as electricity
and water.

Thare have also keen complaints that the standardized designs used for most
of the sheds constructed thus far do not always closely match the needs of the
beneficiarins. 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 Technology is currently investigating Nyayo Shed design issues.

Allo=ation of limited shed space to users has not been an easy process as
there is not always general agreement locally on the criéeria that should be used
to assirm stalls to particular usars. Intarvention by tha Ministry of Technical
Trainir; and Applied Technology, however, has solved the allocation problem in
all but a few cases. Contrary to the initial expectation that the Nyayo sheds
would be ouncd and operated by local authorities, it was decided that the: sheds
should gennrally 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
mxde for ownership and responsibility for operation and maintenance.

Another significant problem in Myayo Sheds has been harassment of shed users
by city amd municipal officials. In spite of the GOK's officially supportive
policy of small-scale and informal sector’ operators, many local authority by-laws

which are 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 some of the physical
infrastructure needs of small-scale entrepreneurs, but insufficient attention has
been pald to other types of necds, such as access to credit, training, ard
cooperative organizations. With the start of the Small Enterprise Sector
Programme, however, it is expected that the various needs of small-scale and
informal soctor entrepreneurs will be more fully met through a better integrated
and more comprehensive set of policies and programmes.

The Ministry of Technical Training and Applied Technolegy recognizes that
there have been problems with the implementation of the Nyayo Shed pregramme.
Accordingly, they have temporarily stopoed the plarning and construction of new
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 programme implementation will be able to resume soon.

Recamerdations to Improve DOF Programme Implementation

Fow of the implementation problems cited throughout this paper are
insurmountible. Many of the problems have already been solved, and others are
being given attention. A number -f suggested solutions to various problems have
been mide throughout this paper. The following surmarize scme of the more urgent

issues that nced to be dealt with to improve the quality and implementation pace

ot DOF projrammns.
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1. Standardized comprehensive oolicies and procedures for RTPC

pregramne_implementation need to be finalized and implemented. Enough

progrecs has been made in this area over the past year to allow
implementation of the first round of RIPCs to proceed, but certain
features of the system need to be better designed and formalized as
guidelines for subsequent rounds of the RTPC programme. First,
improved information on stardardized programme implementation steps ard
rules must be developed and disseminated to the districts participating
in the RTPC programme and relevant MEMND officers. Before this can be.
fully accomplished, a number of basic decisions must be taken regarding
the roles of MPND, the CCCs, and various other Goverrment ministries,
the use and monitoring of consultants for design and construction, ard
the rules 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 must
continue as rapidly as possible. Current monitoring is irreqular, and
the proyramme cannot. operate effectively without substantial
improvements. Many of tha roquired monitoring and evaluation
procedures and policies can, at least to some extent, be borrowed from
the Pural Development Furd and the EEC Microprojects programme;
hemever, given the package concept of the RTEC programme and the need
for coordination of a number of ministries and agencies, additional

procedures will need to be developed for DOF.

2. Greater interministerial communication and coordination of the

RTEC programe is recyirad. e current modils operandi of MRD is
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generally to contact other ministries involved in RTDC implementation
only when it needs something from them. As noted earlier, it was
originally interded that an interministerial steering committee be
astablished to solicit input from and foster coordination among the
virious ministries involved. This idea should be revived as a way of
~nsuring that all of the relevant ministries are sufficiently involved
in policy formulation, are aware of how implementation is to proceed,

and have a forum in which to resolve disputes and problems.

3. Augmentaticn of the current staff of RUPS and particularly DDFS

is_reruired, and greater stability in leadership should be soueht.

Staff turnover has been unacceptably high during the past several
years. During the past year alone, RUPS has had five section heads,
arrl a fourth DOFS head was appointed in June 1989. This lack of stable
leadership has had a negative impact on efforts to establish and
implement standardized procedures and to follow through on current
commitments. Neither section has sufficient officers to carry out
their respcnsibilities. The DDFS is in a particularly poor position to
cope with a workload that is going to continue to grow substantialiy
each year as the number of ongoing RTPCs increases. More officers need
to ke assigned to the section, preferably officers with scme goverrment
ard programme implementation experience rather than new university

graduates, as has been the case in tha past.

4. Efforts to_improve the plannima and implementation capacitv of

the districts need to be increased. The lack of technical and

managerial evpertise at the district level has clearly keen a major
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impediment to more rapid implementation of DDF programmes. Unless
additional training and resources are provided to the districts, there
is m reason to assume that implementation will proceed significantly
taster or smoother in the future. Alternmatively, less could be
expected from the districts and greater reliance could be placed orn
.ennsultants. This would seem to undermine somewhat the cbjectives of
the District Focus for Rural Development, but it may be necessary
until districts are better able to manage their responsibilities with

rnspect to the DOF.

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

which was appointed by the Permanent Secretary of MPND in 1987, met
reqularly for several months in mid-1987 to formulate thae Ministry's
initial position on RIPC 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 t;old 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
RITC implementation as well as more senior headquarters-based officef:s.
This miz 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

regarding how problems are to be resolved.

G. Pesearch efforts regarding rural-urban balance and the role of

the RIIC programme should continue. A detailed study sponsored jointly

in 1937/88 by MPND and USAID examined Kutus, a first round RTPC located
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in Kirinyaga District.85 Although it was generally felt by MEND
officials that the study was toco broad and detailed, it was agreed that
the basic research methodology could be simplified and adapted for
wider use in studying more RTPCs. An enhanced research programme would
serve the dual purpese of providing data that could be used as one
basis for evaluating the RTEC programme some years hence, and of
providing information that could'be used to understard better the types
ol prujects that RTPC funds should concentrate on to be most

product ive.

7. The cverall role of the DDF with resoect to Goverrmment's ural-

urban balance strategy should be reviewed. The initial review could be

donae by MIND, with additional review conductod by the proposod
interministerial steering committee. Although the DOF was supposed 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
identified exclusively with the RTEC pregramme, which is the only
projramme currently under its jurisdiction. The RTPC programme's goal
of providing basic infrastructure supporting economic development in
small urban centres in rural areas is only one small part of rural-
urban balance policies. Programmes in support of small-scale
enterprise and the informal sector, such as the Nyayo Shed programme,
logically belong under DOF if it is truly to be a fund supporting
intexjrated rural-urban devaelopment. In additicn, cartain of the

programmes currently being develcoped by the Small Enterprise Section

5pendavid-val, et. al, 1983.
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(SES) of MPND as part of the Small Enterprise Sector Programme outlined
in the Sixth National Cevelopment Plan also belong under DDF or must be

well coordinated with DDF activitijes. If separately established funds
are goingy to finance highly related programmes in a non-integrated
mnn2r, the Goverrment will not be making the best use of available

resources to meet rural-urban balance goals.

3. Greater efforts must be made to secure additional donor

funling for COF. Only recently have efforts been mace on the part of

MITID to facilitate obtaining additional donor funds for DOF. No donor
money has been placed in DDF since the 1987/88 budget, and there are no
furrls available to supporc the group of RTPCs that are currently being
selected by MPND ard the DOCs. A backgrourd paper on DDF has been
drawn up for MOF and donors, but this will require vigorous followup

action by MPMND officials.

If the District Development Fund is to be successful in supporting the
objectives of the rural-urban balance strategy, Goverrment ard donors must
demonstrate a serious commitment to funding, equipping, and staffing the
ministries and 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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APPINDIX T
RTPC SIORT LISTS FOR THE FIRST TWO ROUNDS QOF THE PROGRAMME

FIRST ROUND

Province District Centres

Central Kirinyaga Kutus*
Kagumo

Coast Kwale Kinango*
lunga-Lunga

Eastern Kitui Mwingix
Mutomo
Kabati

Northeastern Mandera Rhamu*
: Takaba

Nyanza Kisii Sunegka*
Keroka
Nyamira

Rift Valley Kericho Bomet
Ndanai
Kipkelion*

Elgeyc Marakwet Tambach
Tot
Kapscwar*
Western Bungoma Chwele

Cheptais
Kimilili*

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

**Centre not on the MPND short list but selected by the
District Development Committee as an RTEC.
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SBECOND_ROUNDA#

Province District Centres

Central Nyardarua Engineer
Ndaragwa
Njabiini

Coast Taita~Taveta Mwatate
Taveta

Eastemn Embu Runyenjes
Kiritiri

Northeastem Wajir Habasweini
Buna
Bute

Nyanza Siaya Sigomere
: Ungunja
Yala

Rift valley Baringo Eldama Ravine
Marigat
Mogotio

Nandi Cheptarit
Lesscs

Trans-lzoia Saboti
Kiminini
Suwerva

Viestern Kakamega Mumias
Luanda
Butere

***As the short lists for the second rourd of the RTPC programme were
not forwarded to the participating districts until August 1989, the
DOCs had not identified the Centre to benefit from the programme as of
the date this paper was completed.
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