














1.4  Bank’s Added Value: The Bank’s comparative advantage and added value to
undertake this project emanates from its experience acquired through its long time successful
engagement with the Government of Kenya and especially the successful implementation of
its large agricultural portfolio in Kenya, which includes projects with infrastructure
components such as ASAL-Based Livestock Project and Ewaso Ngiro, as well as similar
operations elsewhere. The Bank has experience in financing post emergency operations such
as the Eritrea Emergency Reconstruction Programme (ERP) where valuable lessons with
respect to the need for simple and streamlined procurement and disbursement procedures,
largely labour-based operations and streamlining of loan conditions were learned. These
lessons have informed the design of RFIRLP.

1.5  Knowledge Management: The knowledge gained through the implementation of
previous projects in Kenya and the Project Completion Report of Eritrea ERP has been duly
applied in designing this project. In the same pattern, the knowledge that will be generated by
this Project will be instrumental in designing and managing similar projects in future. The
results from the proposed baseline studies and other surveys, including the impact study will
inform the stakeholders on how to put the acquired knowledge attributes into practical use for
better results-oriented achievements and sustained benefit flows.
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VII.

Results Based Logical Framework

KENYA - RESTORATION OF FARM INFRASTRUCTURE AND RURAL LIVELIHOODS PROJECT (RFIRLP)

HIERARCHY OF OBJECTIVES EXPECTED RESULTS REACH PERFORMANCE INDICATIVE TARGETS TIMEFRAME/ Existence | ASSUMPTIONS AND
AND THEME (TARGET POPULATION) INDICATORS of Baseline RISKS
Baseline Target
Goal Impacts
1. Contribute to improved livelihoods 1.1 Improved livelihoods Local Communities as a whole Population of internally [ 6000 displaced persons 40,000 displaced persons to be | Political stability and peace

among vulnerable groups and to reduced
poverty across the country.

vulnerable groups
1.2 Food insecurity reduced

displaced people reduced
Level of food production
increased

provided with new houses
National food staple (maize)
production of 2.4 million
tons

provided with new houses by
2012.

Food production increased by
2% by 2011

are maintained in the
regions.

Project Purpose:

Restore agricultural production and
livelihoods for 19,000 farm households
displaced by the Post Election Violence
in the districts of Molo and Uasin Gishu

Project Outcomes

2.1 Farm households returned and
re-integrated in their communities

2.2 Livelihoods of vulnerable
groups restored

1. Displaced farm households
from Uasin Gishu and Molo

districts

2. Other vulnerable groups from

non displaced communities

1. Number of farm
households resettled on
their farms and lived there
for at least 12 months

2. Number of farming
households whose value of
average annual farm output
is at least 100% of pre-PEV
levels

3. Value of average annual
household income

4. Tons of maize produced

1640 returnee farm
households provided with
new houses

4200 returning farm
households assisted with
inputs o restart farming
activities

Gross margin per household
is 9,614 KES

Pre-PEV maize production
about 23,000 tons

1. 19,000 returnee farm
households - 8360 male
headed and 10,640 female

headed provided with new
houses by 2012

2. 19,000 returnee farm
households - 8360 male headed
and 10,640 female headed -
given  agricultural  inputs
(100kg fertilizers and 10kg
quality maize seeds) to restart
farming activities on 7,755
hectares of land by 2012

4. Gross margin per household
increased to 39,236 KES by
2010

5. 39,000 tons of maize
produced

Possible relapse into
localized  intercommunity
conflict/violence Mitigation:
Peace building and
reconciliation efforts and
ensuring equity in selecting
project beneficiaries.

Agricultural  inputs  are
applied as instructed.

Mitigation: ~Farmers will
receive training from MoA




HIERARCHY OF OBJECTIVES EXPECTED RESULTS REACH PERFORMANCE INDICATIVE TARGETS TIMEFRAME/ Existence | ASSUMPTIONS AND
AND THEME (TARGET POPULATION) INDICATORS of Baseline RISKS
Baseline Target
Activities Project Qutputs
A. On-Earm Infrastructure s 1. On-farm houses constructed or | Farming population in project area [ 1. Number of new farm | 32,000 shelters to be 1. 19,000 shelters built or|Farm infrastructure

Component Cost : UA 13.852 million

B. Agricultural Input Services
Component Cost : UA 1.787million

C. Project Management
Component Cost : UA 1.034 million

rehabilitated for returning
households

1. Seeds and fertilizers delivered
to returnee farming households

1. Increased Skills in conflict
resolution

2. District peace committees
strengthened

3. Timely and efficient project
implementation

4. Project implemented within the
budget

Local communities

Local Communities, MoSSP,
District officials, District Peace
Committees

Contractors, NGOs, Consultants

& Suppliers

houses constructed

1. Number of hectares
farmed by returning farmers

2. Total volume of seeds and
fertilizers distributed

1. Number of Peace
Building Training Courses
organised

2. Quarterly Progress
Reports.

3. Supervision Reports.

4. Annual Financial Audit
Report

constructed or rehabilitated
Farming resumed on 12,800
hectares

3,200 tons of fertilizer and
320 tons of seeds distributed

N.A

N/A

rehabilitated in project area

1. Farming resumed on 19000
acre (7,755 ha) in project area
2. 1,900 tons of fertilizer and
190 tons of seeds distributed in
project area;

1. 6 Peace Building Training

Sessions by PY3
2. No slippage in project
performance & timely

submission of audit reports

maintained by the farmers.
Mitigation: construction of
houses using simple tried

and tested
technology/materials easy to
be maintained by
beneficiaries

Delays in implementation
and cost overruns  ard
minimised

Mitigation: Good
supervision and efficient
bidding process

Timely delivery of
agricultural inputs
Mitigation: Accredited &
reputable  local  stockist

located close to farmers

Voucher packages are not
converted for something else
with the complicity of the
stockiest

Mitigation: Frequent
supervision and monitoring
by experienced MoA staff

Capacity Constraint of the
Executing Agency
Mitigation:  project  will
finance key technical
personnel as well as make
provision  for intensive
supervisory and technical
support through the PCT

Source of Funds (UA Million):

ADF 15.00
GoK 0.978
Beneficiaries 0.695
Total 16.673
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PROJECT TIME FRAME (July 2009 — December 2012)

ID

Task Name

| 2009 | 2010 2011 2012
1 4 7101 4 7101 4 7101 4 7 10

1 Internal processing of appraisal -

2 Negotiation ) I

3 Loan Approval l I

4 Loan signature JI

5 Loan effectiveness/disbursement effectiveness I

6 Project Launching and start-up I l

7 Preparation of works Bid Documents -

Procurement of Contractors -

9 Construction of Infrastructure facilities _

10 Develop reporting/M&E arrangements .

11 Purchase of Goods & Equipment

12 Monitoring & reporting/Quarterly reports l

13 Impact Study

14 Supervision

15  Audit

16  Project Completion Report
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REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE MANAGEMENT OF THE ADB GROUP TO THE
BOARD OF DIRECTORS ON A PROPOSED LOAN/GRANT TO KENYA FOR THE
RESTORATION OF FARM INFRASTRUCTURE AND RURAL LIVELIHOODS
PROJECT (RFIRLP)

Management submits the following Report and Recommendation on a proposed loan for UA
15 million on ADF terms to finance the Restoration of Farm Infrastructure and Rural
Livelihoods Project (RFIRLP) in Kenya

| -STRATEGIC THRUST & RATIONALE

1.1 Project Linkages with Country Strategy and Objectives

The proposed Restoration of Farm Infrastructure and Rural Livelihoods Project (RFILRP) is
consistent with the first Pillar (Economic) of the Medium Term Plan (MTP) for Kenya’s
Vision 2030, which covers the period 2008 to 2012. In particular, it supports the development
of agriculture and livestock sub sectors of the Economic Pillar, which seeks to enhance food,
industrial crop and livestock production. RFIRLP is also consistent with the second Pillar of
the MTP which seeks among other things to ensure equity in resource distribution and
improved livelihoods for all vulnerable groups in Kenya. The proposed project also fits well
with the Government Strategy for Revitalizing Agriculture (SRA) (2004-2014), which is the
overall guiding principle for the agriculture sector in Kenya and entails a unified agriculture
sector ministries’ response towards supporting the ERS (2003-2007). The strategy represents
the national policy for steering the revitalization and development of the country’s agriculture
sector over the period 2004 to 2014. However, from 2008, the Government launched and
adopted Vision 2030 as its new long-term development blueprint whose focus is to transform
Kenya into an industrialized middle income country by the year 2030. The vision will be
implemented through several five-year medium term plans (MTP). Consequently, the SRA is
currently being re-aligned along these developments to meet the objectives of the first medium
plan (2008-2012) and, therefore, contribute to the Vision. The Government has also formulated
the Agriculture Sector Development Strategy (ASDS, 2009-2020) in order to position the sector
strategically as a key driver for delivering the 10 per cent annual economic growth rate
envisaged under the economic pillar of the Vision 2030. Development partners and other
stakeholders will be expected to play a critical role in actualizing this new strategy.

The project is well rooted in Pillar II of the Country Strategy Paper (2008 — 2012) which
focuses on employment generation, as the most urgent challenge facing the country in its bid
to address the socioeconomic pressures and reconstruction needs arising from the post
election violence (PEV) of early 2008. The PEV impacted negatively on the economy as a
result of the displacement of about 140,200 households (42% female headed) and general
disruption of economic and social life. The return and re-integration of the 94,500 displaced
farming households (56% female headed) and restoration of their livelihoods is necessary for
the recovery of national food production and facilitating faster economic recovery and
poverty reduction. The project will contribute to the Government objectives and significantly
to achieving the MDG of halving the proportion of people living in extreme poverty by 2015.



1.2 Rationale for Bank’s Involvement

This project is in response to the post conflict emergency following the Kenya PEV of 2008
during which many people lost their lives and thousands including farmers lost their homes and
livelihoods. The Government of Kenya’s Kshs 31.47 billion (UA 276 million) National
Reconciliation and Emergency Social and Economic Recovery Strategy (the Red Book)
published in April 2008 identified revitalization of the agriculture sector, especially in the
Rift Valley, Nyanza and Western Provinces, as well as reconstruction of lost assets, including
homesteads, as a key area for action to ameliorate the effects of Post Election Violence (PEV)
on the economy and to restart agricultural production. The proposed project is the Bank’s
contribution to the appeal, and its design and duration are based on best practices already
being used by other donors/GoK in the area. In order to fast-track Bank’s contribution
therefore, there was no need for separate analytical work at this stage, though provision has
been made for additional baseline and socio-economic studies during project implementation.

The agricultural sector was impacted negatively by the PEV. About 92% of displaced farmers
come from the Rift Valley, Western and Nyanza Provinces which are considered the breadbasket
of the country. The loss of livelihood assets and farm buildings limits the ability of the displaced
farm households to return to their former activities with serious consequences on national food
production contributing to the current food shortage in the country. In the North Rift and Western
provinces the overall area under crops declined by 19% and 16% for maize and beans
respectively in 2008. The low applications of farm inputs, especially fertilizers, are expected to
further reduce the expected yields per unit area by about 22%. The GoK has identified
revitalization of the agriculture sector, especially in the Rift Valley, Nyanza and Western
Provinces, as a key area for action to ameliorate the effects of PEV on the economy and to restart
agricultural production. Hence the GoK requested the Bank’s assistance. Substantial support of
the donor community is necessary to avert any food insecurity in the country. The Bank’s
intervention will complement the efforts of government and other development partners to
restore the livelihoods of PEV-affected communities in Kenya.

The project falls within Pillar II of the CSP (2008-2012) which focuses on enhancing
employment opportunities for poverty reduction. The project will help employment by re-
engaging fully returnee farming households, but also more crucially, generate employment for
jobless youth and other vulnerable groups through labour intensive home reconstructions, and by
so improving livelihoods, reducing poverty and also contributing to social cohesion and stability
among communities. The project is also in line with the Bank’s Medium Term Strategy which
supports agricultural production through investments in complementary infrastructure, and
the Africa Food Crisis Response (AFCR) initiative with innovative approaches to
procurement and disbursement during a crisis situation. It is argued that in order to restore
livelihoods, the first priority is to put a roof over the head of the displaced farmers; and then
to provide them with some agricultural starter packages such as improved seeds, fertilizers
and farm implements, including water storage facilities. This will first restore them to their
pre-conflict situation and then with time stimulate additional production for the market. The
Bank’s comparative advantage and added value derives from its cumulative experience and
positive achievements from implementing similar operations across Africa. The Bank has a
lot of experience in implementing post conflict emergency operations in countries such as Eritrea
where a recently completed programme facilitated the return and re-integration of IDPs displaced
as a result of the border war with Ethiopia to their original villages, restored their agricultural
livelihoods, provided water supply and education infrastructure. Similarly, the Bank has
experience in other post conflict countries like Angola, the Republic of Congo, Burundi, Liberia



and DRC where it provides parallel financing for the national component of the multi-country
demobilisation and re-integration programme.

1.3 Donors Coordination

As can be seen from Table 1.3, the Bank is the third largest development partner after the European
Commission and the World Bank, and contributing about 18.5% of total financial support to the
agriculture sector. There is an Agriculture and Rural Development Partner’s Group composed of
the different multilateral and bilateral development partners present in Kenya involved in the
agriculture and rural development sector. The Group is currently chaired by SIDA with the EU as
the co-chair and it meets once a month. The Bank, through the Kenya Field Office, actively
participates in this group. Development Partners are also in the process of moving towards a
single business strategy — Joint Assistance Strategy, rather than individual stand alone strategies.
To facilitate Sector-wide monitoring and evaluation to ascertain impacts of various
development efforts by stakeholders, the Agriculture Sector Coordination Unit (ASCU) has
been mandated by the government to establish a sector-wide M&E framework, which should
serve the different information needs on trends and dynamics within the sector. In designing
this operation, the Bank sought and obtained inputs from partners in Kenya, some of which are
Japan through International Organisation for Migration (IOM), EU through European
Commission Humanitarian Aid Office (ECHO) and several UN Agencies and NGOs such as
GOAL and Danish Refugee Council (DRC) are already providing similar assistance in the
country. The Bank will continue to coordinate with these agencies in supervising the
implementation of this and other Bank-financed operations in Kenya.

Table 1.4: Donor Contribution to the Agriculture Sector in Kenya

Sector or subsector* Size

. GDP | Exports___| _LaborForce ||
Agriculture Sector 24% 60% 80%

Players - Public Annual Expenditure (average 2005/6 to 2007/8)**

Donors

UA m UA 231 m UA 259 m EC 26.5%
% 47% 53% IDA 21.2%
AfDB 18.5%

IFAD 11.9%

SIDA 6.9%

USAID 5.8%

JICA 2.7%

Danida 2.7%

Germany 1.5%

FAO 1.2%

Italy 1.2%

Level of Donor Coordination

Existence of Thematic Working Groups Y
Existence of SWAPs or Integrated Sector Approaches Y
M

ADB's Involvement in donors coordination™***

* as most appropriate ** Years [yyl to yy2] *** for this sector or sub-sector
*#*%%* . leader, M: member but not leader, none: no involvement



I -PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 Project Objective

The overall sector goal is to contribute to improved livelihoods among vulnerable groups and
to reduce poverty. The specific objective of the project is to restore agricultural production
and livelihoods for 19,000 farm households displaced by the PEV in the districts of Molo and
Uasin Gishu in the Rift Valley Province.

2.2 Project components

Table 2.1: project components

No. Component name Est. cost = Component description
(UA)
million
1. On-Farm Infrastructure 13.852 = Reconstruct 19,000 low-cost 3-room farm houses

including produce storage space for returning farm
households with priority given to female headed
households during beneficiary selection
2. Agricultural Input 1.787 = Provide 19,000 returning farm households with
Services basic agricultural inputs packs each comprising
50kg basal fertilizer, 50kg top-dress fertilizer, and
10kg quality maize seeds. This will be
implemented through MoA’s National Accelerated
Agricultural Input Access Programme’s voucher
system using accredited private agro-dealers and
stockists
= Technical support and training to farmers in seed
and fertilizer use
=  Support for Monitoring & Evaluation by NAAIAP

3. Project Coordination 1.034 = Planning, management coordination of

implementation of project activities

= Provide capacity building support to 2 District
Peace Committees to carry out peace building and
reconciliation activities

= Provide administrative and logistical support to the
District Technical Departments to implement
project activities

=  Monitoring and Evaluation of project activities

2.3 Technical Solutions Retained and Other Alternatives Explored

The GoK has identified revitalization of the agriculture sector, especially in the Rift Valley,
Nyanza and Western Provinces, as a key area for action to ameliorate the effects of PEV on the
economy and to restart agricultural production. This revitalization will be in the form of short-
term fast-tracked assistance to returning farming households to resume farming activities through
the provision of agricultural inputs and a basic low-cost house to provide them with adequate
living conditions in order to sustain and expand production. It is expected that all the 19,000
households will be covered in 3 years. This is a departure from the usual 5-year project duration
for most Bank-Group financed operations. The technical design of the project is based on



experiences of the Bank in financing similar emergency operations and best practices being
used by other aid agencies in the country.

The selected design of the houses will conform to the post-emergency best practice in the
targeted communities. The project will provide a basic low-cost three-room house structure
which provides additional living and storage space to the farmer compared to the two-room
house currently being provided by aid agencies and GoK, which have no storage facilities.
The roof will be of corrugated iron (CI) sheets. Roof gutters will be provided to collect rain
water to be stored in a plastic tank for use by the family. The walls of the house will be of
mud which is available on site, and the farmers will contribute by plastering the building with
the mud themselves. Such a structure is simple, can be rolled-out rapidly and responds
adequately to the urgent need of shelter by returning households. Also, it can be easily
maintained by the farmers themselves. The alternative designs considered and rejected
include ‘exclusively timber-walled” and ‘CI-walled’ houses because the targeted beneficiaries
do not like them in addition to the fact that these are more costly alternatives.

Regarding the Agricultural Input Services component, the selection of the voucher system as
opposed to other methods is based on successes achieved in Kenya and elsewhere in the
region The project will use best practices already in place by the Ministry of Agriculture’s
on-going National Accelerated Agriculture Input Access Programme (NAAIAP). This will
provide the returning farmers with basic inputs comprising 50kg basal fertilizer, 50kg top-
dress and 10kg quality maize seeds from an accredited agricultural input stockist through a
voucher system. The inputs provided will cover one acre (0.4 hectare) of land, sufficient to
enable the returning farm households to restart production and derive sufficient cash income
to expand and sustain the production to other areas of the farm. Input fairs are organised at
locations close to the farmers where they can collect their inputs using their vouchers.
Stockists will redeem the vouchers with NAAIAP which is charged with implementing the
input component. Stockists that are caught colluding with farmers’ in exchanging their
vouchers for cash are blacklisted by NAAIAP and can no longer participate in the
programme. The input voucher system is the best-practice approach, as it promotes public
private partnerships by building the capacity of local agro-dealers, and at the same time
makes sure the input reaches the intended beneficiary and is used as intended. Other
alternative input distribution systems like bulk purchase and distribution by GoK/MoA will
not have the same level of safeguards and will be subject to abuse, it will not always reach
intended beneficiaries and will ‘crowd-out’ the private sector especially the small agro-
dealers who are located closer to the smallholder farmers, and who are more likely to provide
long term/sustainable relationship/service to the farmers.

2.4 Project Type
This is an investment project.

2.5 Project Cost and Financing Arrangements

The total project cost is estimated at UA 16.673 million, including price contingencies (6.5%
domestic and 2.5% foreign) and physical contingencies (2%), but excluding duties and taxes.
The small physical contingencies reflect the simple nature of the civil works as quantities are
unlikely to change much during construction. The foreign exchange component amounts to
UA 8.878 million, representing 53% of the total cost, while local cost would be UA 7.795
million or 47% of total cost. These costs will be covered by an ADF loan of UA 15 million



and GoK and beneficiaries contributions of UA 1.673 million. Beneficiary contributions will
be in-kind, providing labour during on-farm shelter construction. For the financing of the
project, adequate resources are available under the current country allocation. The total

project costs are summarised in Tables 2.3 - 2.6.

Table 2.3: Project cost estimates by component (in million UA)

Components F.E. L.C. Total % F.E.
On-Farm Infrastructure 7.256 5.660 12.916 56
Agricultural Input Services 0.868 0.824 1.692 51
Project Coordination 0.305 0.652 0.957 32
Total base cost 8.429 7.136 15.565 54
Physical contingency 0.248 0.172 0.420 59
Price Contingency 0.201 0.487 0.688 29
Total project cost 8.878 7.795 16.673 53
Table 2.4: Sources of financing (in million UA)]

Sources of financing F.E. L.C. Total % total
ADF 8.878 6.122 15.000 90
Government - 0.978 0.978 6
Beneficiaries - 0.695 0.695 4

Total project cost 8.878 7.795 16.673 100

Table 2.5: Project cost by category of expenditure (in million UA)

Categories of expenditure F.E. L.C. Total %F.E

A. Works 7.256 4.837 12.093 60

B. Goods 1.064 0.715 1.779 60

C. Services 0.033 0.308 0.341 10

D. Operation Cost 0.076 1.275 1.351 6

Total base cost 8.429 7.136 15.565 54
Physical contingency 0.248 0.172 0.420 59

Price Contingency 0.201 0.487 0.688 29

Total project cost 8.878 7.795 16.673 53

Table 2.6: Expenditure schedule by component (in million UA)

Components/Year 2010 2011 2012
On-Farm Infrastructure 7.120 6.689 0.043
Agricultural Input Services 1.567 0.175 0.045
Project coordination 0.452 0.290 0.292
Total cost 9.139 7.154 0.380
2.6 Project’s Target Area and Population

The project area will cover Uasin Gishu and Molo Districts in the Rift Valley Province.
According to the GoK profiling data on IDPs, an estimated total of 36,320 households
(21,141 in Molo and 15,179 in Uasin Gishu), predominantly farmers, were displaced and
their houses burnt. These two districts account for about 38% of the total farm households
displaced by the PEV. About 18,523 (56%) of the displaced households in the project area
are female-headed. Average farm size is about 5 acres (2 hectares). The land tenure regime in




the locations where the farmers were displaced in the two districts is freehold and poses no
hindrance to the return of the displaced farmers to their farms. Already, around 25,600
households (14,900 in Molo and 10,700 in Molo) have returned to their farms from IDP
camps and transit camps where they are living in very poor conditions. Most of them have no
houses and are still living in tents. They do not have the means to rebuild their houses and
resume livelihood activities. Findings from several Food Security assessments indicate that
most of these households barely subsist off the proceeds of their farms. This implies that the
majority of the displaced households — and also non-displaced households — live close to or
below the poverty line, with little additional means to purchase inputs to ensure household
food security for daily consumption; and capacity to pay for social services such as health
and education. Production of maize, the main food crop, has greatly reduced due to a
combination of reduced acreage cultivated (19% reduction) and lower yields as the returning
households do not have the means to purchase fertilizers and good quality seeds. In both
districts, only about 1,640 households have been provided with houses through support from
GoK and aid agencies. About 4,200 returning farmers have been provided with inputs. The
project will target a further 19,000 out of the 25,600 households that have returned to their
farms. The project will attempt to restore their livelihoods to the pre-project situation where
they will at least meet subsistence. Thereafter, as they stabilize, they will produce for the
market and enhance their incomes. The project has based its estimates on existing GoK
profiling data. No further analytical work has been done at this level due to the need to extend
assistance rapidly to the communities. The project will however, undertake further analytical
work once the operations commence and this will complement the beneficiary profiling
exercise being undertaken by the Implementing Agency. The additional studies and surveys
will cover gaps in baseline data on socioeconomic conditions of the targeted population.

2.7 Participatory Process for Project Identification, Design and
Implementation

During both the preparation and appraisal missions, the team met and discussed with returnee
farmers, both men and women, on their farms, and who have been provided with houses by
NGOs. The team also met with returnee farmers in transit camps which were located close to
their farms. The team also met with community leaders, local elected officials,
Parliamentarians, Government officials, representatives of Aid Agencies, multilateral and
bilateral partners. The consultation process involved one-on-one interviews with beneficiary
opinion leaders and randomly selected individuals (from a cross-section of gender, age and
socioeconomic status) among the targeted communities; as well as large community group
meetings ‘barazas’ with question and answer sessions on critical design and implementation
issues. The house design and input delivery mechanism retained in this project was strongly
informed and influenced by the beneficiaries. The consultation process will continue during
implementation. All the beneficiary stakeholders welcomed the project and were unanimous
in support of the project and the efforts of the government, development partners and aid
agencies in assisting farmers to resume their activities. They urged for speedy
implementation of the proposal. The beneficiaries will be heavily involved in the targeting of
the most vulnerable to benefit from the project. The NGOs and aid agencies active in the
targeted project areas also had strong inputs as information was exchanged on best practices
in PEV livelihood restoration operations in the project areas.



2.8 Bank Group Experience, Lessons Reflected in Project Design

The Bank’s agriculture portfolio in Kenya, though young, is relatively large, and considerable
experience has been gained from construction of infrastructure, community initiatives
through group formation for managing natural resources, community infrastructure and
irrigation infrastructure. Being This a post-conflict emergency operation, experience gained
elsewhere, including from the Bank-financed Emergency Reconstruction Programme (ERP)
in Eritrea, was leveraged to strengthen the design of this project. The key lessons learned
from the ERP and reflected in this project’s design include:

Post conflict reconstruction projects such as ERP and this project that are prepared in a
very short time with a view to responding to a post conflict emergency situation cannot be
prepared with the same degree of detail as those under normal conditions. The remedy is
usually to conduct rapid needs assessments immediately the project starts to establish good
baselines for proper targeting. The project will support rapid needs assessment studies and
surveys.

The need for effective, simple and flexible procurement and disbursement arrangements
well adapted to post conflict emergency situations. This explains why in this project the
direct payment method is being proposed for all civil works to avoid ‘red-tape’ and
considerable delays associated with operating special accounts in Kenya. Experience from
the Bank’s agriculture portfolio in Kenya has shown that transferring special account
funds from the Reserve Bank of Kenya to the project accounts experiences significant
delays. With regards to procurement, simple and streamlined procedures have been
proposed including Limited International Bidding (LIB), Advance Contracting (APC) and
shopping procedures, counting on the Bank’s experience in the AFCR initiative.

There is need for a robust monitoring and evaluation system. In designing the ERP, the
establishment of an efficient and effective M&E system was not given sufficient attention.
This project will provide support for the establishment of a robust M&E at the PCT level
as well as at the level of MoA’s NAAIAP to monitor and evaluate the agricultural input
component.

ERP demonstrates that displaced families require minimal support as incentive for
returning to their villages. The primary need identified by returning families under ERP
was housing and food security. It is crucial that returning households have access to basic
inputs like seeds and fertilizers to re-launch their farming activities and reduce dependence
on food aid which is exactly what this project is all about, including the first priority — roof
over their heads.

Given the pervasive poverty in post-conflict rural environments it is not easy to come up
with a targeting criterion that would avoid serious inclusion and exclusion errors. Since
available resources can rarely meet all the needs for recovery, narrower target criteria,
embracing the poor in particular, can help with better focusing of the assistance.
Community participation in the selection process is necessary and beneficial and that is the
approach to be used in targeting of beneficiaries under this project. The beneficiary



communities will have significant input in the targeting process, including ensuring that
female-headed households (56%) are adequately covered.

e In the distribution of agricultural inputs, there was often a lack of uniformity, i.e. there
were discrepancies as at times inputs were given to beneficiaries on credit/cash basis; and
at other times, they were distributed free of charge, and sometimes amount of inputs given
to farming households varied in time and space. It is therefore important that input
distribution guidelines are clear and uniform and that directives are strictly adhered to, to
make control and accountability easy. The agricultural input services component in this
project will use the tried and tested MoA’s National Accelerated Agricultural Inputs
Access Programme (NAAIAP) input voucher system which will significantly minimise
the aforementioned pitfalls. This system provides vouchers to selected farmers which are
redeemed with accredited private stockists in the form of public private partnership. Such
a system would reduce the bottlenecks which could be encountered if the project has to
itself procure the inputs and also reduce the risk of farmers selling off the inputs for cash.

2.9 Key Performance Indicators
The Key Performance Indicators (KPI’s) will include:

(1) Incomes for 19,000 returning farm households of which 10,640 are female
headed (56%) increased,

(i)  Number of households provided shelter and storage space reach 19,000 of
which 10,640 are female headed (56%);

(iii)  Number of households provided inputs reach 19,000 of which 10,640 are
female headed (56%);

(iv) 1,900 tons of fertilisers and 190 tons of maize seeds distributed

) 19,000 acres (7,755 ha) of land planted with maize

(vi) 39,000 tons of maize produced

The Monitoring and Evaluation Unit of the Project as well as the Bank supervision missions
will be responsible for monitoring the performance of these indicators.

11l - PROJECT FEASIBILITY
3.1 Economic and Financial Performance

Table C.1: key economic and financial figures
FIRR, NPV (base case) Not Applicable
Annual Incremental
Income per hh =
US$330
EIRR (base case) Not Applicable

At the farm level, the Gross Margin analysis was carried out to determine the revenues
accruing to individual farming households as a result of the improved access to fertilizers and
quality seeds under the Agricultural Input Services component. The annual gross margin per
household will increase from 9,614 KES (i.e. pre PEV, as current production of returnees
households is negligible) to 39,236 KES as a result of the project interventions. Thus
incremental gross margin per household would reach 29,622 KES (about USD 330) by PY3.



Calculations were based on a representative 1 acre (0.4 ha) rain-fed maize farm. Most of the
data used for the analysis was supplied by the Ministry of Agriculture in February 2009.
Given that the bulk of project cost goes into civil works construction of farm shelter, with the
benefits essentially social in nature, the project does not lend itself to a meaningful estimation
of economic internal rate of return. It can at best be limited to financial analysis at the farm
level to demonstrate that the agricultural services component of the project will make
participating farmers better off.

3.2 Environmental and Social Impacts
Environment

The Project is classified as Category 2, as the site specific environmental and/or social
impacts can be minimized by the application of mitigation measures. The Environmental and
Social Management Plan (ESMP) has been prepared and posted on the Bank’s website.

On the positive side, improving farm inputs access and provision of shelter to returning farm
households will lead to i) improvement of the overall food security and livelihoods of the
farmers and the people living in the two districts. ii) farmers and surrounding communities
will have the opportunity to learn and practice improved agricultural methods and efficient
utilization of farm inputs and natural resources; and ii) the harvesting of water from the roof
will lead to reduced runoff of water and soil erosion.

On the negative side, there are occupational health and safety risks associated with the
construction of shelters and temporary disturbance during the construction phase. The use of
mud for the house walls can create shallow pits which can become breeding grounds for
mosquitoes. The beneficiaries will be encouraged to refill and plant vegetation in those pits.
Toilet facilities will be provided together with the houses ensuring improved hygiene. The
National Environmental Management Authority (NEMA) will review and, if satisfied,
provide a Certificate of Approval of EIA for the Annual Work Plan (AWP) to the Ministry of
State for Special Programmes (MoSSP) with conditions of approval for environmental
mitigation measures identified for each lot of houses. Mitigation measures under the project
would cost USD 45,000 in aggregate.

Climate Change

The farmers are returning to the same area of land that they were displaced from and will be
planting the same crops as before. The houses are to be built on previous sites with no new
area being cleared which would contribute to changes in the climatic patterns in the long run.
Provision for the harvesting of the runoff from the roofs of the newly constructed houses
ensures that the rain water runoff does not erode surrounding areas, especially hill slopes,
thereby reducing the risk of weather pattern changes.

Gender

The project will make a positive impact on the living conditions and incomes of female
headed households. Most of the project beneficiaries (10,640 or 56%) are women, especially
women-headed households. They will benefit from both the shelter and agricultural inputs
components as well as from training and peace initiatives. The peace and stability that will
follow from their re-settlement will augur well for the education of the children, including the
girl child. The design of the farm houses, including the provision of water storage facilities
and the collection of water from the roofs will improve sanitation and hygiene, as well as
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reduce the time spent by women and children in fetching water. The facilities will provide
safer water for drinking and cooking. The increased income from the sale of maize would
enable the female farmers to expand the application of fertilisers to other parts of the farm the
following season thereby increasing production overall on the farm. The gender issues
articulated in this report is in line with the recommendations of the Kenya Country Gender
Profile (2008), with provision of farm infrastructures formulated to meet the needs of bother
women and men.

Social

The project will contribute greatly to poverty reduction mainly as a result of enhanced income
obtained from the increase in production and sale of maize. The 19,000 beneficiary returning
farming households will see their incomes and overall food security improved. An estimated
100,000 immediate family members will benefit from the project through improved nutrition
and increased capacity to pay for social services such as health and education. The houses
provided by the project will enable the beneficiary households to move out of tents thereby
improving the quality of their life. The increased income will also provide additional means to
the beneficiary returning farm households to increase overall production through expansion
of fertiliser use to other areas of the farm.

Involuntary Resettlement
The project would not involve any involuntary movement of the population.

IV -IMPLEMENTATION

4.1  Implementation Arrangements

The Executing Agency of the project will be the Ministry of Special Programmes (MoSSP)
through the Department of Mitigation and Resettlement (DMR). The MoSSP has the mandate
to coordinate the return of IDPs from the PEV to their original homes and the restoration of
their livelihoods. As the executing agency for the on-going World Bank funded Western
Kenya Community Driven Development & Flood Mitigation Project. it has experience in
implementing donor funded projects. A Project Coordination Team (PCT) will be established
in the DMR for the day-to-day coordination and monitoring of implementation of the project
activities. The PCT will comprise of a Project Coordinator, a Finance Officer/Accountant, a
Procurement Specialist, a Monitoring and Evaluation Specialist, a Resettlement Specialist
and an Agriculture Specialist whose qualifications and experience should be acceptable to the
Fund. The MoSSP has already started assembling the team and the full team members will be
communicated to the Bank prior to project launching. The staff of the PCT will be provided
by the GoK. The agriculture input sub-component will be implemented by the Ministry of
Agriculture (MoA) through the NAAIAP using its existing voucher system and accredited
stockists.

A Project Steering Committee (PSC) will also be established to provide policy and
implementation oversight. The PSC will be chaired by the Permanent Secretary, MSSP,
comprising representatives from the Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of
Gender, Children, and Social Services, Ministry of Lands, Ministry of Public Works,
Director-General of National Environment Management Authority (NEMA). The Project
Coordinator will be the Secretary to the PSC. The PSC would meet at least twice a year.
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The implementation of project activities at the district level would be carried out through the
established structures under the office of the District Commissioner under the guidance of the
PCT. A District Project Coordination Team (DPCT) will be formed at each district headed by
the MoSSP District Coordinator and comprised of the relevant technical department,
including Works, Agriculture, Lands and Gender and Social Services. The team will be
responsible for facilitation and coordination of all technical matters pertaining to project
implementation, as well as advocacy for the Government peace initiatives at the community
level.

4.2  Procurement and Disbursement Arrangements:

Procurement Arrangements

All procurement of goods, works and acquisition of consulting services financed by the Bank
will be in accordance with the Bank's Rules and Procedures for Procurement of Goods and
Works or, as appropriate, Rules and Procedures for the Use of Consultants, using the relevant
Bank Standard Bidding Documents. The MoSSP will be responsible for the procurement of
goods, works and services. Table 4.1 below shows the various procurement methods. The
Government will prepare a procurement plan for the duration of the project, which will be
approved by the Bank before or during the loan negotiations. The Procurement Plan will be
updated annually or as needed.

Table 4.1: Summary of Procurement Arrangements

Project Categories [ in millions UA]
LIB Shortlist Other NBF TOTAL|
A. WORKS
1. Shelter Construction 12.959 12.959
(12.959) (12.959)
B. GOODS
1. Motor Vehicles 0.152 0.152
(0.152) (0.152),
2. Inputs (Seeds & Fertilizer) 1.387 1.387
(1.387) (1.387),
3. Equipment 0.071 0.071
(0.071) (0.071),
C. SERVICES
1. Training 0.067 0.067
(0.067) (0.067),
2. Surveys and Studies 0.025 0.025
(0.025) (0.025),
3. Financial Audit 0.036 0.036
(0.036) (0.0306),
D. PERSONNEL
1. Personnel 0.505 0.505
E. OPERATING COST 0.997 0.473 1.470]
(0.302) (0.302),
TOTAL 12.959 0.061 2.674 0.978 16.672
(12.959) (0.061) (1.979) - (14.999)

* Other may be Shopping, Direct Purchase or Force Account.
+Figures in brackets are amounts financed by the Bank Group.
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Civil Works: Procurement of civil works, comprising provision of 19,000 low-cost houses
totalling UA 12.959 million, for returning farming households in the two districts, will be
carried out under Limited International Bidding (LIB), in six lots of about UA 2.16 million
each. LIB has been selected because there are only a limited number of organizations,
especially NGOs, providing shelter for resettled households and combining this with peace
and reconciliation efforts, under disaster and emergency assistance situations. Due to the high
priority accorded to the resettlement by GoK, Advance Contracting (APC) will apply.

Goods: Procurement of vehicles and equipment for monitoring and supervision valued at UA
223,000 will be through Shopping. Shopping has been recommended because the quantities
are of small value and the goods are of standard specification, readily available off-the-shelf.
Procurement of inputs (seeds and fertiliser) amounting to UA 1.387 million will be procured
through other procedures acceptable to the Bank as described in section 2.3 above, with
distribution through the voucher system with pre-selected private stockists by NAAIAP.

Services: The services of consultants for short term assignments (impact study, PCR and
others), staff training, and beneficiaries sensitization, organisation and training valued at
under UA 25,000 per contract will be carried out by NGOs and individual consultants
procured under direct negotiation. This is because the in-depth knowledge of local customs
required for the assignments makes it necessary to use single sources of expertise. Audit
services valued at UA 36,000 will be procured through shortlist.

Miscellaneous Expenditures: Operating Expenses will be undertaken using existing GoK
systems acceptable to the Bank.

General Procurement Notice: The text of the General Procurement Notice (GPN) will be
agreed with MoSSP and it shall be issued for publication in the UNDB online and on the
Bank’s own website. Since Advance Contracting will be used for some procurement, this
shall be reflected in the text of the GPN.

Review Procedures: To fast-track the procurement process, Post Review has been proposed
in the Procurement Plan. To this end, the Borrower shall retain all documentation (including
signed original contract, analysis of the respective proposals and recommendations for award)
with respect to each contract during project implementation and up to two years after the
closing date of the Financing Agreement. The Bank shall reserve the right to carry out post
review of such documents, at any time before or after the first disbursement.

Disbursement Arrangements

The disbursement methods for the ADF loan shall include the Direct Payment and Special
Account methods. The payments for the civil works, especially for construction of farm
houses, will be through direct payment to contractors based on acceptable work completion
certificates as will be defined in the contracts. The first request for Direct Payment must
include a copy of the approved contract.

Payments for incidental expenditures will be processed through the Special Account (SA).
Proceeds from the loan account shall be deposited into a Foreign Currency Account to be
opened at a commercial bank or the Central Bank of Kenya. The initial advance provided to
the project through the SA shall represent the equivalent of six months of expenditure. The
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SA will be replenished when the project has submitted justifications, via a statement of
expenditure, for at least 50% of the prior advance and 100% of all preceding advances. A
Local Currency Account (LCA) will be opened in a commercial bank for purposes of
transferring funds from the SA to cover eligible expenditures in local currency. Individual
District Local Currency Accounts (DLCA) will be opened at each of the two districts to cover
operating expenses at that level. The local currency accounts will be operated by the PCT in
collaboration with the respective district accounting offices.

Audit Arrangements

The Project will maintain accounting records based on sound and acceptable accounting
principles and in accordance with Bank guidelines. The project accountant will also ensure
that the project is operating under an adequate control framework. The project accounts will
be audited annually by the Kenya National Audit Office (KNAO). Where the KNAO is not
able to carry out the annual audit, budgetary provisions have been included under the loan
resources, to enable it to appoint an external auditor to perform the task on its behalf in
accordance with the provisions of the Loan Agreement. The auditor will be recruited based
on the Bank’s standard terms of reference (ToR) and through a shortlist under the supervision
of the KNAO. The audit report will be reviewed by the KNAO to ascertain conformity with
the ToR before certification. The audited accounts, together with the auditor’s report, will be
submitted to the Fund not more than six months after the end of each financial year.

4.3  Monitoring

The project will establish a monitoring and evaluation system (MES) right from the very first
year (2009), and this will centre on three modules: (i) procurements, (ii) physical and
financial management, and (iii) outcomes and performance monitoring. Particular attention
will be given to results-based management (RBM). The key milestones/reports that will be
prepared during implementation of RFIRLP are summarized below which show the reports
expected, the agencies responsible, and the timelines.

Timeframe Milestone Monitoring process / feedback loop

Year 1 Needs assessment study PCT and Districts to monitor

Year 1-3 Implementation Beneficiaries, Districts, MoSSP, MoA & PCT
Year 1-3 Audit Reports Annually by PCT

Year 3 Impact study Beneficiaries, PCT, MoA & MoSSP, PCR

4.4  Governance

Kenya’s socio-economic performance has in the past been undermined by poor governance.
Kenya ranks low, both in absolute terms and relative to the regional average, on key
indicators of governance including control of corruption, rule of law, regulatory quality, and
government effectiveness. Steadfast implementation, including enforcement, will be key to
the success of the fight against corruption. In recent years, several initiatives have been
undertaken by the Government to promote good governance through reforms in public
financial management, civil service, privatization of public enterprises, and anticorruption.
The Government has embarked on legislation in a range of areas including public officer
ethics, anti-corruption and economic crimes, government financial management, public
procurement and audit, privatization and statistics. Numerous other measures have followed,
including a ministerial code of conduct, and reforms of the judiciary and the police force. To
streamline procurement, one of the main sources of irregularities in Government, a Public
Procurement Oversight Authority (PPOA) has been established. The transparency of the
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budget has improved and it is generally acknowledged by the donor community that recent
budgets have been more pro-poor and that there has been some improvement in the delivery
and quality of public services.

The Bank undertakes to jointly screen and verify the integrity of staff joining the PCT; ensure
that all procurements of Bank-financed activities use the approved and agreed procedures;
strengthen capacity of the PCT to handle project financial accounting and auditing
requirements. Most of the disbursement will be through direct payment to contractors, thus
limiting the amount passing through the special account. The Bank will organize a launching
workshop during which PCT staff will be trained on Bank rules and procedures regarding
financial management, audit, procurement and general project management; ensure the
project is supervised twice a year, and the Kenya Field Office will also help in monitoring
performance of the project. In order to ensure that vouchers for inputs provided were not
exchanged for cash, NAAIAP has a list of accredited who have been trained in the rules and
regulations of the programmes and vetted before accreditation. The stockists will transport
the farm inputs to a central point close to the farms where the exchange of the vouchers will
be effected. Any stockists caught exchanging the vouchers for cash are stricken off the list.

4.5 Sustainability

The project components are few and simple and will not impose an unnecessary burden on
the beneficiaries. The participatory demand driven nature of the project interventions will
cultivate the sense of ownership amongst the targeted beneficiary communities. As
beneficiaries achieve household food security and increased incomes as a result of the project
interventions, they will be able to have working capital for the purchase of desirable
inputs/assets to sustain and expand their production and productivity in terms of crop yields
in subsequent farming seasons. This means resource-poor farmers will be able to get out of
the vicious cycle of poverty i.e. gradually move away from the subsistence system and begin
to practice farming as a business, and use the additional revenues to maintain their
homesteads..

In providing the returning farm households not only with agricultural inputs, but also
improved living conditions, the project will not only contribute to restart agricultural
production in the area but the means to expand and sustain it in the future. Moreover, the
shelters will be basic structures constructed using simple technologies which the beneficiaries
are familiar with and can maintain easily without having recourse to outside assistance. In
case of repair to the walls, mud is readily available on the farms. The timber used would be
treated against attacks by pests thereby prolonging their useful life. The carpenters and semi-
skilled workers who will build the wooden structures are from the communities and would be
available for any maintenance work, which the beneficiaries will pay for using traditional
means — cash, kind or barter.

Peace in the project area is key to sustainability of the investments. The project will also
contribute significantly to fostering peace and reconciliation within the community to ensure
peaceful co-existence between its different groups in the long term. Community dialogue is a
critical element of this process so that the affected communities can be aware of their rights
and responsibilities. The project will work with the District Peace Committees whose
mandate is to spearhead the work of peace building and reconciliation and build capacities to
better work with the affected communities.
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Bank funding is only a token of required needs. It is to be expected that the GoK and partners
will continue to mobilize additional resources in order to cover additional beneficiaries and
expand the programme.

4.6 Risk Management

The table below provides the scope of risks and the applicable mitigation measures.

Risk Risk Rating Mitigation Risk Rating
with mitigation

Strategic level

Political stability and peace are | Moderate Dialogue between the rival parties continues | Moderate
maintained in the regions. and is likely to be sustained

Possible relapse into Moderate This will be minimized by the ongoing peace | Low
localized intercommunity and reconciliation efforts of the GoK that will

conflict/ violence be supported by this project in addition to

peace building support being provided by
other development partners.

Activity level:

Capacity Constraint of the | Moderate The project will finance key technical | Low

Executing Agency personnel as well as make provision for
intensive supervisory and technical support
through the PCT

Possible Complaints of Low Peace advocacy and dialogue will minimize | Low

neglect from Non- issues with non-displaced persons

Displaced communities

4.7  Knowledge Building

The project is expected to generate considerable knowledge attributes that will add value to
the overall design and management of similar projects in future. Knowledge will be derived
from the adopted design, in terms of adaptive maintenance procedures, establishment of a
core group of skilled labour which can implement other similar activities and their
management arrangements. To facilitate follow-up on emerging knowledge attributes, the
project by design has included the conduct of additional surveys and baseline studies, as well
as an impact study that will inform the Government and the beneficiaries pertinent
knowledge issues that can be put into practical use for better result-oriented achievements.
Moreover, the systematic monitoring modalities will inform project management,
beneficiaries, the Government and other stakeholders the status of project implementation
and address constraints in a consistent and timely manner.

V - LEGAL INSTRUMENTS AND AUTHORITY

51 Legal instrument

ADF Loan to the Government of the Republic of Kenya

5.2 Conditions Associated with Bank’s Intervention

e Conditions Precedent to Entry into Force: The entry into force of the Loan
Agreement shall be subject to the fulfilment by the Borrower of the provisions of Section
12.01 of the General Conditions of the Fund.

16




e Conditions Precedent to First Disbursement: The obligations of the Fund to make the
first disbursement shall be conditional upon the entry into force of the Loan Agreement
and the fulfilment by the Borrower of the following conditions:

e (i) provided evidence of the opening of a special foreign currency account and a local
currency account in a commercial bank acceptable to the Fund into which part of the
ADF loan resources shall be deposited;

5.3 Compliance with Bank Policies
(X)  This project complies with all applicable Bank policies.

Non-standard conditions (if applicable): N/A

VI - RECOMMENDATION

Management recommends that the Board of Directors approve the proposed loan of UA 15
million to the Government of the Republic of Kenya for the purposes and subject to the
conditions stipulated in this report.
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Kenya

COMPARATIVE SOCIO-ECONOMIC INDICATORS

Appendix 1

Develo-  Develo-
Year Kenya Africa ping ped
Countries Countries
Basiclndicablis GNI percapita US $
Area (‘000 Km?) 580 30 307 80 976 54658
Total Popu htion (millions) 2008 385 985.7 55234 1226.3 {40
Urban Population (% of Total) 2008 21.7 39.2 440 74.4 ig£ ]
Population Den sty (per Km?) 2008 65.0 32.5 666 23.0 | 800
GNIper Capita (US $) 2007 680 1238 1742 34962 i% |
LaborForce Paricpation - T otal (%) 2005 50.7 42.3 456 54.6 |200
LaborForce Paricpation -Female (%) 2005 47.1 411 397 49 | 0T T T T T N
Gend er -Related Developme nt inde xValue 2005 0521 0.486 0.6%4 0911 g 8 & g 8 3§
Human Develop. Ind ex (Ran kamong 1 74 countries) 2005 148 na. na na. Ekeva [kérica
Popul. Livina Below $1a Dav % of Poo ulaon) 2005 45.9 34.3 .
Demog raphic Indic ators
Population Growth Rate -Total (%) 2008 2.7 2.3 14 0.3
Population Gowth Rate -Uman @) 2008 40 3.3 25 0.5 -
Population < 15 years (%) 2008 238 40.9 298 16.6 FOUEITED R RS
Population >=65vears (%) 2008 2.6 34 62 16.7 b7
Deperd ency Rafo (%) 2008 83.3 79.6 553 4.7 o] ettt
Sex Ratio (per 100 female) 2008 99.4 99.3 1032 9.3 b5 |
Female Po pulation 15-49 years(% oftotal pop ulatio n) 2008 24.3 24.2 243 25.8 L,
Life Expectancy atBitth- Total /eary 2008 54.6 54.5 657 76.7 by
Life Expectancy atBith- Female f/ears) 2008 55.8 55.6 675 80.3 2:27
Crude Bith Rate (per1,000) 2008 38.6 85N 222 11.0
Crude Death Rate (per 1,000) 2008 115 13.0 82 10.4 [
Infant Mortalty Ra e (per 1000) 2008 63.2 83.9 531 S e e e s
Chid MortalityRate (per 1.000) 2008 101.8 137.4 792 8.8 g 2 & & 8§ s
Total Fe tility Rate (per wo man) 2008 49 4.6 27 1.6 —t—ierya Afica
Materna IMoriality Rate (per 100,000) 2005 560 683 450 9
Women Usina Contraception (%) 2003 39.3 29.7 610 75.0
Health & Nutrition Indicators
Physicians (per 100,000 p eople) 2007 276 39.6 780 287.0 - -
Nurses (pe r100,000 peaple) 2007 1219 120.4 980 782.0 LECExpecRrcy/atBR bl S )
Births atte nded by Trained Healh Personnel(%) 2003 41.6 51.2 590 99.0
Access to Safe Water (% of Po pulation) 2006 57.0 62.3 800 100.0 |71
Access to Health Services (% of Pop ulation) 2004 77.0 61.7 800 100.0 g% —
Access to Sanitation % of Pop ulatio n) 2006 42.0 37.6 500 100.0 |21
Perce rt. of Adu s (a.ged 1549 ) Living with HV/AIDS 2007 0.0 45 13 0.3 [i
Incidence of Tube rculosis @er 10 0,000) 2006 384.0 315.8 2750 19.0 ag4
Child Im muniza to n Against Tu berculoss (%) 2007 2.0 83.0 850 93.0 NN NN NN
Chid Im muniza to n Against Measles (%) 2007 80.0 83.1 780 93.2 8 8 8§ 8 s 8
Underweight Children (% of children under5 years) 2003 19.9 25.2 270 0.1
Daily Calore Supply perC apita 2004 2149 2 436 2 675 3285 ——enya Africa
Public Expenditure on He alth (as % of GDP) 2006 25 2.4 18 6.3
Ed uc ation Indicators
Gross Enrolment Ratio (%)
Prinary School - Total 2006 107.4 90.8 910 102.3
Primary School - Female 2006 104.4 92.1 1050 102.0 hnfant Motaity Rate
Secon darvSchool - Total 2006 50.3 435 880 95 QlErelendy
SecondarySchool - Female 2006 48.6 40.8 458 100.8 |100
Primaty School Fe male T eaching Staff (% o f Total) 2005 4.8 47.5 510 82.0 g
Adult lliteracyR ate - Total (%) 2008 11.2 32.4 266 12 |7
Adult lliteracy R ate - Male (%) 2008 7.2 24.9 190 0.8 %
Adutt lliteracyR ate - Female (%) 2008 153 39.8 342 16 | 4
Perce ntage of GDP Spenton Edua fon 2006 8.1 4.5 39 5.9 gg
Environmentl Indicabrs 18
Land Use (Arab le Land as% of T otal Lan d Are a) 2005-08 7.0 6.0 99 11.6 8 =
Annual Rate of Defo restation (%) 2000-08 05 0.7 04 -0.2 ¢ B
Annual Rate of Refo restation (%) 2000-08 1.0 10.9 Ckewva [frica
Per Capta CO2 Emissions (metic tons) 2005-08 0.3 1.0 19 123 'm

Sources : ADB Statistics Department Databases; World Bank: World Development Indicators;
UNAIDS; UNSD; WHO, UNICE F, WR I, UNDP; Country Reports

Note : n.a.:Not Applicable ;

... : Data Not Available;
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Appendix I1-Table of ADB’s portfolio in Kenya

. Approval . Approved Disb.
PROJECT NAME Main Sector Date Effect. Date Closing Loan UA Ratio
1. Roads 2000 - Districts Rural Roads Transport/ 12.07.2001 29.04.2002 30.12.2008 20,000,000.00 42.30%
Rehabilitation Project: North and South Regions Roads
2. Nairobi - Thika Highway Improvement Project " 21.11 2007 29.07.2008 Dec. 2010 117,850,000.00 0.00%
" 21.11 2007 29.07.2008 Dec. 2010 3,150,000.00 0.00%
3. Rift Valley Water Supply and Sanitation Project Water & 07.07.2004 21.12.2004 31.12.2009 43.01%
Sanitation 13,040,000.00
" 07.07.2004 6.09.2004 31.12.2009 5,020,000.00 40.39%
4. Water Services Boards Support Project " Nov-07 26.11.2008 Dec. 2011 35,190,000.00 0.00%
" Nov-07 - Dec. 2011 10,070,000.00 0.00%
5. Green Zones Development Support Project Agriculture 12.10.2005 27.02.2006 31.12.2013 25,040,000.00 35.77%
6. Ewaso Ng'iro North Natural Resources " 22.04.2005 27.09.2005 31.12.2012 20.33%
Conservation Project 13,590,000.00
" 22.04.2005 16.06.2005 31.12.2012 34.65%
2,890,000.00
7. ASAL-Based Livestock and Rural Livelihoods " 17.12.2003 22.09.2004 31.12.2011 51.92%
Support Project 18,410,000.00
" 17.12.2003 09.08.2005 31.12.2011 59.03%
3,170,000.00
8. Kimira- Oluch Smallholder Farm Improvement " 31.05.2006 21.09.2006 30.09.2013 22,978,992.00 2.46%
Project
" 31.05.2006 20.10.2007 30.09.2013 1,153,332.00 2.08%
9. Small-Scale Horticulture Development Project " 05.09. 2007 20.5.2008 Jan. 2014 17,000,000.00 1.20%
10. Education IIT Project Social 17.12.2003 24.11.2004 31.12.2010 1.03%
24,260,000.00
" 17.12.2003 24.11.2004 31.12.2010 0.73%
6,750,000.00
11. Rural Health III Project " 07.07.2004 15.03.2005 31.12.2010 11.09%
17,180,000.00
" 07.07.2004 15.03.2005 31.12.2010 52.86%
6,000,000.00
12. Kenya Institutional Support to Good Institutional 26.07.2006 08.12.2007 30.09.2009 14.20%
Governance reforms 5,520,000.00
13. Community Empowerment & Institutional " 17.12.2007 - Mar. 2013 0.00%
Support Project 17,000,000.00
14. Kisumu District Primary Schools Water and " 19.12.2006 29.01.2007 Sep-08 198,317.04 100.00%
Sanitation Project
15. Technical Industrial Vocational and Social 16.12.2008 - 31.12.2013 25,000,000.00 0.00%
Entrepreneurship Training (TIVET)
16. Integrated Land and Water Management Water & 06.02.2009 1,936,000.00 0.00%
Sanitation
17. Mombasa - Nairobi - Addis Ababa Road Transport/ 13.12.2004 07.04.2005 31.12.2010 33,600,000.00 20.90%
Corridor Project Roads
" 13.12.2004 07.04.2005 31.12.2010 1,200,000.00 29.01%
18. Arusha - Namanga - Athi River Road " 13.12.2006 30.04.2007 31.12.2012 49,241,000.00 8.01%
Development Project
19. Creation of Sustainable Tsetse Eradication Agriculture 08.12.2004 07.04.2005 31.12.2011 6,550,000.00 48.49%
Program
20. Nile Equitorial Lakes Electric Grid - NELSAP Energy 27.11.2008 - 31.1.2014 17.730,000.00 0-00%
21. African Virtual University Support Project Social 13.12.2004 07.03.2005 30.09.2009 5,000,000.00 57.57%
Total 525,717,641.04 12.32%
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judgement concerning the legal status of a territory nor any approval or acceptance of these borders.





