KENYA

Western Kenya Integrated Ecosystem Management Project

Supervision Mission (December 2-8, 2007)

Aide-memoire
Introduction. Pursuant to the SMO dated November 29, 2007, an IDA Mission comprising Berhane Manna (TTL/Mission Leader), Abel Lufafa (Agriculture Specialist, ARD) and Geoffrey King (Consultant to the World Bank) conducted a pre- Mid-Term Review (MTR) progress review for the Western Kenya Integrated Ecosystem Management Project (WKIEMP) from December 2-8, 2007. The objective of the Mission was to appraise overall project implementation progress and performance since the last review held in March, 2007 and to establish ground work for the forthcoming MTR.

The mission held extensive discussions with key personnel from the implementing institutions (KARI and ICRAF) while in Nairobi. The mission also visited and held discussions with project staff (both PCO and ICRAF) in Kisumu. A list of people met is attached as Annex 1. This aide-memoire reflects main mission findings and agreed actions.  

The mission appreciates the cooperation it received from all parties especially Dr. Jane Wamuongo, Assistant Director, KARI, Dr. Lou Verchot and Anja Boye (ICRAF), and Dr. George Ayaga and his staff for facilitating the work of the mission.

Overall Assessment. There is a clear and observable participatory approach to planning and formulation of project activities and interventions, a transformation that has ensured that the program is responsive to beneficiary needs while also addressing its global environmental objectives. There is improved collaboration between the project and ICRAF with agreement on strategy, data needs/gaps and time frameworks for delivery of products. Provisions are available for twice-monthly meetings where progress is discussed and outstanding issues resolved. The project has held consultative meetings and workshops with district administrations and community representatives. ICRAF, has considerably stepped-up efforts to fulfill its responsibilities in implementing agreed technical aspects of the project, following signing of the contract. They (ICRAF) have produced draft baseline reports, guidelines and manuals on several aspects. Status of actions jointly agreed upon by the last review mission and the project is as shown in Table 1. Detailed performance at the output level is presented in Annex 2.  While overall the implementation of the project components is proceeding apace, certain activities need extra attention and action.

Key Mission Findings and Recommendations

Details of the mission findings are elaborated in Annexes 3 and 4. 
Baseline data. ICRAF has collected biophysical baseline data on seven of the possible nine project blocks. Baseline reports are being reorganized by basin and so far, draft reports for Nyando and Yala Basins have been produced and availed to KARI for review and comment. Suggestions by the last review mission to stratify the landscape into relatively homogenous units as a way of reducing variance and producing strata-specific information have not been yet undertaken but could come out of the data analysis still to be completed. Agreements to produce and present soil analytical results as part of the baseline reports are awaiting completion of the laboratory analyses.  The baseline report is less complex compared to the version available during the last review mission, and much more user friendly; however, the information therein would need to respond to the project activity planning needs as anticipated by the Project Coordination Office. In the interim, project activities are being planned and undertaken outside the baseline information. It is agreed that: 

· ICRAF and KARI should as a matter of priority expeditiously agree on the formats, comments and other required information necessary as they finaliz the baseline reports.

· 

Monitoring and Evaluation System. With the help of World Bank staff, the project was able to define and formulate a results framework and a monitoring and evaluation plan with clearly articulated responsibilities for the implementing institutions and staff. Agreement between KARI and ICRAF will need to be reached as to who the responsible party is for monitoring the socio-economic impacts of project interventions.  
The developed M&E system focuses only on annual reporting and a tracking mechanism will need to be developed to assist project management in reviewing implementation progress on a monthly basis. At the moment, the link between M&E and the baselines is very tenuous and the project should therefore appreciate and address this linkage. In addition, since the last review Mission, one of the two M&E officers left the project. It is agreed that: 

· A fully developed M&E system needs to be developed and operational by the time of the MTR.  The system should be able to provide quantitative performance reports on request.
· In light of the projected increase in workload (occasioned by expansion into other sites), the project should ensure that there is enough human capacity to do the M&E. 

· For better impact evaluation, ICRAF should urgently adapt 
the land resource inventory methods proposed in the biophysical and socioeconomic monitoring and evaluation plan. 
· KARI and ICRAF should work to agree and harmonize the indicators
.
· KARI should hire the socioeconomic consultant to complete the socioeconomic analysis for the baseline.
Domains of Interventions. As per the recommendations of the last review mission, the PCO adopted the micro-catchment as the spatial domain of planning and implementing IEM interventions in the project sites. This shift requires the production of catchment maps as they are requisite planning and implementation tools. Only a few of these maps are ready, although the production of such maps is a fairly straightforward and rapid process. It is agreed that:

· The project should take the necessary steps to ensure availability of these maps so as to guide activity planning and implementation.

· As part of the participatory action plans, the project should develop land use plans for the selected micro-catchments as these are necessary for catchment planning and implementation monitoring

Extending interventions to other project sites.  Ongoing and currently planned interventions are restricted to the three lower blocks of the river basins- mainly an artifact of limited human resources. Attainment of project objectives hinges on intervening in the three broad landscape positions (upper, middle and lower blocks) in the selected sites as the processes underpinning land degradation in these topographic sections are interlinked. It is recommended that:
· The  project recruits additional sstaff so that activities can be extended to the other blocks, starting in the middle and upper blocks of either the Nyando or Yala basins. 

KARI/ICRAF Partnership. Relationships between KARI and ICRAF continued to improve although the Mission feels there is still scope for further improvements. In addition to the formal communication, adapting informal communication approaches will strengthen the relationship. 
Capacity building for carbon trading. ICRAF produced a carbon assessment manual providing guidelines for measuring carbon stocks and gains in different ecosystem pools. The manual is still under review and upon acceptance, it is anticipated that ICRAF will train the PCO staff in its application. Downstream, ICRAF will also identify and train institutions in Western Kenya on carbon trading. It is recommended that for training institutions, a less technical approach be developed. It is also recommended that ICRAF should identify and dedicate a senior staff member to work on the capacity building for C-trading initiative. 

Procurement. The mission notes that delays in procurement still occur with considerable knock-on effects (e.g. delays in the MTR) on project implementation. The other related issue is cash flow which has repeatedly constrained project activities. 

Readiness for Bank MTR. Selection of consultants for preparation of the Government’s MTR- a prerequisite for the Bank MTR- is completed and contract has been signed in mid-December.  It is agreed that the study will be speeded-up to allow for the Bank MTR in January.

Table 1 - Status of actions agreed upon in the March 07 review

	Activity
	Recommended action
	Target
	Progress

	Carry out a comprehensive MTR  on or about 30 June 2007
	a) develop TOR for MTR and clear with IDA

b) complete & furnish to the Bank the MTR
	a) April 30, 2007

b) August 31, 2007
	a) Completed

b) Not complied with. Contract awarded in early December. Consultant hired and started work.  

Target completion date January 15, 2008.

	Carry out independent ESPAR not later than January 15 2007
	a) develop TOR for ESPAR

b) complete and furnish ESPAR to Bank
	a) March 31, 2007

b) September 30, 2007
	a) Completed

b) Consultant hired and started work.  Target completion date 15 December 2007.

	Complete baseline inventory of above ground, below ground, and wetland biodiversity in project area
	Complete baseline
	30 May 2007
	A draft final report was presented to the PCO in September 2007.  Report was reviewed and comments sent  

	Undertake biophysical and socio-economic baseline surveys
	Complete these surveys and their interpretation 
	September 15, 2007
	Data collected on blocks and availed to project. Soil analysis still ongoing.  Reports drafted for Nyando and Yala basins. 

	Develop M&E system for project implementation
	Prepare an M&E framework for project implementation including key indicators
	March 31, 2007
	A revised and improved M&E system has been drafted, incorporating suggestions from the Bank M&E Specialist based in Nairobi.  

	Develop and implement a training plan
	Prepare action plan for implementation of the training modules developed and shared with IDA
	April 30, 2007
	A training specialist has been hired and started work 

	Develop detailed quarterly workplan with time frame for implementing activities
	Finalize work plan and share it with IDA
	April 30, 2007
	Completed.

	Develop selection criteria for community grant applications with input from KARI/ATIRI
	Finalize selection criteria incorporating suitable adjustments
	April 15, 2007
	Grant Manual completed and first grants awarded. Second cycle of grants in process

	Submit quarterly financial monitoring reports (FMR)
	Submit to IDA a copy of the FMR for the period ending March 31, 2007, covering activities since project effectiveness
	April 30, 2007
	4 reports received
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Annex 2 
Key indicators of project progress at the output level 

	Component
	Activity plan
	Status as of December,  2007

	Component I - Capacity Building

	1.1. Strengthen local development and IEM planning

	No. of institutions (government, local, and communities) sensitized on project objectives
	At least 4 project partners including COSOFAP are identified and increasingly are extending IEM strategies in collaboration with the project by 30th June 2008
	· 15 local and regional institutions collaborating in IEM planning Examples of these are COSOFAP, District Environment Committee, District Agricultural Stakeholder Forum, Professional Groups, Nile Basin Initiative, LVEMP II, District Development Committee, NEMA, Ministry of Agriculture, and Water Resources Management Authority.

	No. of communities mobilized to crystallize project objectives 
	At least 3 microcatchment units delineated in each of the lower blocks of Nyando, Yala and Nzoia river basins by 31st  August 2007

At least 3 sensitization meetings n each of the micro catchments of the priority blocks to address "hot spots" by 30th June 2008
	· Nine (9) micro catchments and 3 land management units delineated. Delineation of other land management units is on going

· 10 CBOs in each of the microcatchments sensitized. Other community members not affiliated to any CBOs have been sensitized to engage in IEM.

	No. of planning training workshops
	At least 3 trainings on environment, agriculture, livestock production and leadership for  50 trainees from each of the lower blocks of Nyando, Yala and Nzoia are  held by30th June 2008
	· 40 farmer groups of approx. 25 farmers each were trained in the three blocks of Nyando, Yala and Nzoia river basins. The trained groups  are already managing their own tree nurseries. 

· Twenty (20) community members per micro catchment in the lower blocks of Nyando and Yala were trained on soil and water conservation methodsF

· 13 farmers trained on fruit grafting by ICRAF

· A total of 108 members from 12 groups in lower Yala were assessed on their group work performance (demonstration and tree nursery sites) and given induction training in November on group members’ inter-relation, resource sharing / benefits accrued, challenges and probable solution. Session attended by 30 committee members from 3 micro catchments (conflict resolving remedy)

· Training for 65 farmers from 5 groups in lower Nyando on local poultry production

	No. of training on technology dissemination
	9 


	· 4 soil fertility 

· 4 soil conservation with improved fallows

· 4 group dynamics

· 40 tree nursery establishment

· 13 focus  group discussions to resolve conflicts in Lower Yala only

· One exposure visit for Takasa group to Nile heritages for learning commercial nursery establishment techniques

· Training for 65 farmers from 5 groups on local poultry production

	No. of action plans developed and submitted for funding
	At least one small Grant sub project  for each micro-catchment in the lower blocks of Nyando, Yala and Nzoia is vetted and approved for funding by 31st December 2007

 At least least 3 small grants sub-projects are funded and are being implemented in each of the micro-catchments of lower blocks of Nyando, Yala and Nzoia basins by 30 June 2008
	· 20 subprojects were vetted and 6 of them approved.

· An additional 80 small grant proposals have been received from communities in the lower block of Yala and are currently being processed at the PCO. 


	1.2 Capacity for development of carbon finance

	No. of institutions sensitized to manage carbon assets
	Develop an action plan to link local institution and communities to carbon markets
	· Agreement arrived at between KARI and ICRAF that it is only feasible to identify and document institutions that require training in carbon trade in Western Kenya. This will be accomplished in the 3rd quarter of the financial year by ICRAF. Training will also be delivered to the identified institutions on carbon trade. These institutions will eventually become trainers of communities.

	No. of village nurseries established to support agro-forestry
	At least 100 tree species screening trials established at 3 blocks by 30th June 2008

At least 100,000 seedlings are available and planted by 30th June 2008

At least 5 tree nurseries of assorted seedlings are established in each micro-catchment of the lower blocks of Nyando, Yala and Nzoia basins by 30 June 2008

At least 50,000 tree seedlings are planted in the short rains of 2007 and another 150,000 seedlings in the long rains of 2008 in each of the lower blocks of Nyando, Yala and Nzoia basins
	· 160 tree screening trials established

· 48 new community nurseries were established. 

· Additional 100000 seedlings produced from ICRAF nurseries. 

· 115000 seedlings are available from the community nurseries for the 2008 long rain. 

· ICRAF distributed 7000 seedlings for planting in the 2007 short rains.



	No. of adoption of protective measures to conserve existing biodiversity resources
	At least 3 severely degraded sites in each of the lower blocks of Nyando, Yala and Nzoia are identified and delineated by 30th June 2008
	· Rehabilitation of severely degraded sites continued 

· Rehabilitation of four degraded areas in Lower Nyando: Kowala I & II, Kalacha and Kokoto continued between March and November 2007. 

	No. of implemented alternative livelihoods to reduce pressure on critical habitats
	Implement 6 alternative livelihood options
	· Construction of a poultry unit completed; introduction of improved livestock (dairy goats, bee keeping and sericulture) was started; 20,000 mulberry cuttings for sericulture  and goat feeding were planted 

	No. of water pans constructed/rehabilitated
	Kaluko check dam constructed and is operational by 30th September 2007

Kobam dam constructed and is operational by 30th September 2007
	· Two water pans desilted and ther capacity increased to about 9000m3 and 3000m3 

· Construction of a new dam in lower  Nyando was started in June 2007 is near completion. 

· A water pan at Kaluko is under construction

	No. of pilot areas established to test PAP options
	Identify 3 micro-catchments and committees to test PAP options.


	

	Development of biophysical and socioeconomic baselines
	Data analysis and report compilation for at least 8 priority blocks completed, submitted to the PCO and accepted by 30th June 2008
	· Biophysical and socio-economic baseline data collection has been completed for 7 blocks 

· Draft reports have been produced

	Development of M&E system for project implementation
	M&E Plan and Results Framework for the project completed by 31st July 2007
	· M&E Results Framework  finalized 

	Development of biodiversity baseline
	Biodiversity baseline study  accomplished
	· Baseline data inventory undertaken and draft report produced.



	Procurement
	A training specialist available and implementing training plan by 31st August 2007
	· Training consultant was hired and is working

· Communication specialist was also recruited.

	Financial Management and disbursement
	Finalize workplan and share it with IDA

Submit to IDA a copy of the FMR for the period ending March 31, 2007 covering all activities since project effectiveness
	· Year 3 workplan and budget finalized 

· Year 3 procurement plan finalized  

· Following FMRs produced: 1st Jan. to 31st March, 2007, 1st April to 30th June, 2007, 1st July to 30th September 2007
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Detailed Findings
The 5-year WKIEMP project was signed in 4 May 2005, became effective in July 13 2005, and effectively started operations in December 2005.  Effectively, therefore, the project has been operational for 2 years.  

There are positive signs of advance in the project since the last review mission.  Overall, the progress reported by staff suggests a clearer and stronger sense of direction and purpose.  In terms of specific activities, there have been significant advances, including in the baselines, report preparation, adjusting to the micro-catchment approach, project-ICRAF relations, and sub-contracts.  Contracts have been let for the ESMF, training plan, and communications; the contract process is completing for the MTR review.  The Small Grants Programme is operational.  An M&E framework for the project has also been substantially developed.    

Status of the agreed actions since the last review mission: A summary of agreed actions and current status shows progress in all areas; however, there was delay in several key activities.  This has knock-on effects e.g. the delay in the MTR, ESMF audit report, and development of a training plan (plan was April 2007).  See attached table for summary status.

Review of the preparation of the Government MTR: The current status is that the consultant selection process is completed.  Proposals were received from 5 short-listed firms, and a single candidate passed the technical review.  The financial proposal was opened on 6th December 2007.  The project estimated that work would start early January with a contract period of one month.  This would provide a report by mid to early February.  Although work could, conceptually, start earlier, with review of documents and meetings with officials, any field work will need to be delayed until after the elections i.e. to early January.

The TOR for the MTR was reviewed and appears to be comprehensive in scope, covering progress, planning, budgeting, implementation, M&E, financial management, management, training, technical assistance, cooperation and collaboration with other institutions, integration of the R&D and development components, project results and impacts, and suggestions for changes/improvements.  If well done this will be a valuable input to the MTR.

Review status of technical contracts with ICRAF, ESMF and Moi University: 

ICRAF: The project started effectively in September 2005.  The first contract was signed in September 2006, for 1 year.  ICRAF reports no payment to date but KARI records show that payment was approved in September.  A second contract for the period September 2006 to August 2008 has recently been drafted and submitted to ICRAF for approval.  

At a high level, there remain disagreements over the nature of the relationship (contractor or partner or both) and over expectations and contractual obligations.  At a project level, relations are much better and at a field level, KARI and ICRAF work closely together.  The team was informed by both parties that relations are now satisfactory. This is an issue which is not going to be solved; the project must learn to advance despite differences.  It is noted that twice-monthly meetings of the project and ICRAF were proposed; minutes of the meetings show that 5 such meetings 
have occurred since the last review mission.

The issue of baselines remains critically important and is a case in point.  Work with communities (preparation of micro-catchment participatory action plans) is based entirely on community perceptions, and will need to take account of the baseline information.  The project now has all the available information for all blocks surveyed for planning and management of the interventions, a point which is being blamed on the lack of completed baseline reports.

A new staff has been appointed and is working out of ICRAF Nairobi.  It was not possible to meet with him as he was out of the country.

ESMF: The contract for the ESMF took 7 months to award (beginning April to end October 2007).  As such, contract implementation has only just begun, with an inception report so far prepared.  The final report is scheduled for 14 December 2007. The mission met with the Consultant team which had just arrived at the project site for data collection.  The Consultant hopes to complete this by December 9, 2007. 
Moi University: This contract was originally proposed for 7 weeks.  It was signed on 7 August 2006.  A draft final report was delivered 25 September 2007.  The report was reviewed by PCO and a KARI scientist, and comments submitted to KARI HQ mid-November.

The report is an amalgam of separate reports prepared in the different subject areas (use of remote sensing; below ground biodiversity; plant diversity; etc.) without any apparent attempt to merge these into a single report.  The report consists of lists species found and focuses on endangered species, rather than biodiversity as a whole.  Biodiversity hotspots are not identified, and there is no analysis which suggests how the data produced should be used.  The study also suffers from the issues addressed by the last review mission – a single season of data collection; apparently, only daytime data collection; short period of data collection; and a failure to use the remote sensing data to direct the work.  It also only covers the lower blocks rather than the whole basins/ all 9 blocks.  The last supervision mission recommended that KARI review the contract with Moi University to ensure that a more useful product would be produced.

A revised report incorporating the comments from the PCO, KARI and this review mission is expected in February 2008. In addition, it was agreed that the PCO will share the draft with ICRAF for review and comments, if any. 
Current status of actions on the ground vis. what has been/ is being done (quantitatively) and review of the adequacy of the field-based activities by the project and other stakeholders: Action on the ground is advancing and, as far as can be determined from interviewing staff, appears to be clearer and more focused than before.  Micro-catchment PAPs have been developed for 4 micro-catchments in the lower Yala block, with an additional two in progress.  PAPs have been developed for specific activities in the lower Nyando block, but not yet for micro-catchments.  However, it must be remembered that the Nyando block was developed before the micro-catchment approach was adopted; at the time of the last mission, some 76 PAPs had been developed with individual community groups, but these were not referenced to any overall micro-catchment plan.  The progress report provided by the project states that three PAPs have been developed in the lower Nzoia. 
The impacts of prior interventions are beginning to be seen.  It is reported that degraded areas which were fenced and re-vegetated are now producing large volumes of hay.  The last long rains were good and hay production exceeds local needs, and can be harvested and sold by local communities.  At the same time, the team was told that the gully advanced further during the rains, emphasising the need to address the problem at source (in the high catchment).

In terms of specific activities since the last mission, much of the activity has been in the development of tree nurseries and subsequent plantings.  About 20 nurseries have now been developed in both the lower Nyando and lower Yala blocks, and nurseries appear to be a condition of support, including for small grants.  Currently this is encouraged by the fact that the project is purchasing most or all seedlings, and distributing them free.  However, in promoting nurseries there is a need for a vision of the long term, after the completion of the project; can the local demand sustain all these nurseries?  Currently, the project is not providing training on business management, which would include both current management and market projections for the future.  The project is aware of this issue.

There is also activity in livestock development.  One model chicken production unit (100 hens, 10 cocks) has been developed (Amboka Home Based Care Women Group) (seen during last supervision mission).  In the lower Nyando, 12 groups have been identified as interested in poultry production; 5 groups have received training in poultry production.  One group received a small grant to start a local production unit.   In the lower Yala, 45 farmers in 15 groups have been trained, of which 10 are active.  15 improved cocks have been provided by the project, and 10 groups have bought an additional 10 cocks.

The project has also introduced dairy goats.  In the lower Nyando, 5 groups have been identified as interested in dairy goat production.  In the lower Yala, 15 groups have been trained, of which 7 groups have moved forward.  Improved bucks have been provided to 3 groups (1 to each group); these have all purchased their own improved does.

Bee keeping is also being promoted.  In the lower Nyando, 5 groups have been identified and 3 have received small grants.  One of these had already purchased 11 hives with their own money, while a second group already has 3 modern hives.  In the lower Yala, the 15 groups trained in livestock development formed an umbrella group for development of bee keeping.  This group has so far collected 26,000 shillings to purchase hives, and have started planting trees to support the activity.

The project as introduced sericulture with 14 groups having so far planted Mulberry bushes (5 acres), and an addition 14 groups are interested in doing so.  A factory for processing of raw silk is being built in Kakamega.  Additional training is planned.

As seen on previous visits, there are also developments in horticulture.  Two water pans have been de-silted and a contract signed to construct a small dam (under construction).  Training has been undertaken in all these areas, and more recently in leadership and conflict resolution.  However, more work is need in other areas, such as soil conservation.  Some soil conservation activities have been planned but apparently have been delayed by delays in equipment purchase by the project. There were also constraints on the project cash-flow.

Basin technical committees have been established for Nyando and for Yala and Nzoia jointly.  Membership is diverse, drawing in many organisations/stakeholders, which should be very beneficial to the project.

Although activity appears to be more focused, the project will need IEM ‘master plans’ for each micro-catchment.  The connectivity between actions is not apparent, although that may be largely due to the absence of any visual presentations (i.e. maps).  ICRAF has recently produced useful maps, but only has the micro-catchments for the lower Yala.  The PCO should provide microcatchment layers to ICRAF to facilitate map production.
With two years experience, the project should now be poised to move ahead swiftly, including expansion to other blocks.  However, there is still significant work required in the first two blocks, to establish practices which can be extended e.g. development and implementation of micro-catchment plans.  

Capacity of PCO and other stakeholders to implement agreed actions (technical, personnel, resources) and what is being done to address it:

Technical: The project has many highly qualified and competent staff.  However, most come from research backgrounds, and may lack experience in implementation and in project environments.  Further, most are senior staff; the project may benefit from additional junior staff to do the ‘grunt’ work.  Recent graduates are readily available to do the work. 
The technical skills are available; maximising use of those skills is a function of project management.  However, the complexity of the project is recognized and the PC has had to ‘learn on the job’.  Additional management training would be advantageous.

Additional technical skills may be required in business management and economics.  The project has a short life-span.  Ensuring the business/economic sustainability of interventions is essential.  Further, the project is designed to demonstrate best practice; part of that must include demonstrating that the practices are economically viable.

Personnel: Personnel resources have been flagged in previous review missions.  The current community engagement capacity is fully engaged within the current three active blocks.  Extending to additional blocks will almost certainly require additional staff.  It is suggested that these be recent graduates who will work (live) within the communities they are working with, under the instruction and supervision of the senior CPO and the respective Field Officers.  Restructuring existing resources might also be considered.

Currently, consultancies are being undertaken in environmental management, training, and communications.  Part of all of these consultancies is to identify who within the project will be responsible for the on-going activities.  A junior staff member, recently appointed, may be a suitable candidate for environmental monitoring provided that he is given sufficient ‘voice’ rather than being side-lined as a junior staff member.  However, there are no obvious candidates to take on training and communications, both of which should be full-time positions.

The M&E team has been reduced by the resignation of one of the assigned staff.  A replacement has not been hired.  It is currently not clear if this is a constraint, or may become a constraint as more blocks are engaged.

Resources: In general terms, the project is adequately resourced.  However, cash-flow is a problem, with critical activities delayed by a shortage of funds.  The team was also told that there are developing logistical issues, especially with vehicles.  The project currently has four 
field vehicles.  If the project expands into the upper blocks of Nyando and Yala, accessibility may become critically constrained, especially if staff continues to operate from Kisumu.

Review of implementation of the small grant program: The small grant program is managed according to the manual prepared and approved.  The first round of grants was made to groups within the lower Nyando block, and applications were received prior to adoption of the micro-catchment approach.  There is therefore no necessary linkage between the grants and the micro-catchment management plans (PAPs).  However, there is general recognition that the small grants should support implementation of the micro-catchment management plans.

Each grant application has its own folder, which contains the application and records the progress of the application through the approval system.  A recent graduate has been engaged to manage this record keeping task.

Some 80 applications have been received.  The basin committee will meet to review these applications.

Current status of the C-accounting aspects of the project: It was not possible to assess this during the mission; the ICRAF expert (Lou Verchot) was out of the country.

Meanwhile, ICRAF has produced two related reports – ‘Accounting system for non-CO2 greenhouse gases’ and ‘Carbon assessment manual’.  The project has provided comments, including that the reports are too complex to be understood by most project staff.  If, as planned, ICRAF is to train local institutions, then a non-technical approach will need to be developed, focused on the information that such institutions can use.

For development agencies, I agree that a non-technical training will be useful.  However, we need to find a just medium.  Undertaking training that does not properly equip services to be able to implement C finance projects is a meaningless exercise, and these projects indeed require a certain level of technical capacity.  KARI is a technical service and the whole point of the project is to impart the technical capacity to support these types of projects in Kenya to KARI.  I would like to suggest that we consider stepping up the technical efforts on the KARI side.  I would suggest that Eva Gacheru be added to the technical team to work on the nitrogen side of GHG accounting.  Eva has the best understanding of the N cycle on the project team and should be bale to take up the information fairly readily.  We’ll have to look into the feasibility of Eva continuing to work in W. Kenya after the recent troubles, of course.  Kamoni has also been appointed by KARI to work on the C accounting, but he has largely been preoccupied with work elsewhere and has not been closely involved in the project.  We may want to consider designating a team of 4 Kari mid-level staff to form a C accounting nucleus.  
Review the technical and scientific content of the M&E plan:  M&E is the responsibility of the M&E section of the project.  Until recently this was staffed by qualified staff. However, one has now left the project and so the M&E section has only one staff member.

The M&E plan has been outstanding since the beginning of the project. Support has been provided by the WB and an M&E structure has been developed.  This is significantly improved on what was available at the last review.

The M&E framework has two parts.  The first part is focused on ‘intermediate outcomes’ and is thus more evaluation than monitoring.  This is organised by sub-component.  A series of outcomes have been determined.  The indicators are mostly numbers or percentages, which may not well suited to evaluation of outcomes/impacts.  Also, the carbon indicators need to be addressed with ICRAF as they may be difficult to evaluate within the remaining project time frame.

The second part is at an activity/output level, with cumulative targets established by year.  The reporting frequency is also largely annual, although some elements are indicated for quarterly monitoring.

There is no monitoring/tracking structure below this level; it is therefore difficult to track implementation progress towards the project objectives, and therefore to adjust work plans as necessary.  A Bank M&E Specialist recommended an MIS system; if developed this would address this issue.  Some key activities, such as density and survival of tree plantings are not currently captured within the M&E framework, although this would appear to be an important impact of the project.

M&E is also critically linked to baselines, especially for overall project outcome/impact assessments.  This linkage has to be appreciated and addressed.  For example, livelihood improvement is hoped for as a key outcome of the project. In addition, global objectives of the project such as reducing land degradation, increasing biodiversity, and carbon will need to be assessed within the established framework (baseline and impact assessment).

Other issues:

Despite signs of progress, the PCO/KARI would need to draw their attention to the following:

Development partner: The project tries to merge research and development components; however, the project implementers are both research organizations, and tensions between them persist. There is no development partner in the project.  

Baselines: Half way through the project, the baselines for the blocks are close to completion.  Raw data exists for seven blocks, excluding the middle and upper Nzoia.  A synthetic draft report exists for the Nyando basin, within which details for each block will be developed.  This is much more user friendly than previous reports, and responds to representations made by the project.  A similar draft report has just been drafted and delivered for the Yala basin.  

The baselines have been a focus for friction between KARI and ICRAF.  The absence of the data is often cited by the project staff as a constraint (although they do now have the data).  At the same time, there is competence within the project to undertake resource assessments of the blocks, independent of the baselines, which could be used for the development side of the project.  The mission recommends that KARI hire the socioeconomic consultant to undertake targeted analyses of the database to provide for the specific needs of the basin coordinators in understanding the socioeconomic conditions of the 
Spatial products and assessments (satellite data, GIS, maps): Spatial frameworks and spatial management are central to project implementation.  For planning, the project needs to know what needs to be done where, and where resources and other issues (e.g. communities) are located.  For tracking implementation, the project needs to know what has been done where; for example, what nurseries have been developed where, and which areas have been treated (tree plantings; soil conservation works; etc.).  ‘Issues’ can also come out from a spatial analysis e.g. concentrations of activities/ areas where there are no activities; areas where interventions are failing (diagnosis and correction required); etc.  For project evaluation, again the project needs to be able to know what was done where, and the success/impact of those interventions.  

Satellite data was to be purchased for the project.  ICRAF has been using Landsat data; that data is available on project computers.  Moi University purchased ASTER data, which has been provided to the project.  

A GIS system was part of the original proposed procurement.  To date, GIS work is being done through the Kenya Soil Survey or directly by ICRAF. GIS has also been installed on project computers and training provided by ICRAF.  The training consultant should look at this and decide if further capacity building is required.

Topographic maps are readily available from the appropriate agency in Nairobi.   Digital copies of the 1:50,000 topo maps have been provided by ICRAF, in conjunction with the GIS training.    

Micro-catchments:  The project has adopted the micro-catchment approach and micro-catchments have been determined for the lower Yala block.  5 such micro-catchments have been identified, two of which extend substantially beyond the block.  One additional micro-catchment has been identified, which has yet to be cartographically delimited but will increase block coverage.

For the other blocks, micro-catchments are still being determined.  This is being undertaken through the Kenya Soil Survey for GIS access. Digital copies of 1:50,000 scale topographic maps are available within the project, and could be printed out.  There are also apparently other methods available which could be accessed through ICRAF.  

Micro-catchments for the remaining blocks will need to be defined as soon as possible.  In so doing, the micro-catchments should be seen as working tools; centimetre accuracy of the boundaries is not necessary.

It is noted that micro-catchments are not being used in the lower Nzoia bloc due to the level terrain of this block, which makes definition of micro-catchments difficult.

Participatory Action Plans (PAPs):  With the adoption of a micro-catchment approach, the PAPs developed in the lower Yala block are for the micro-catchment.  This is entirely logical; a logical process might be envisaged as follows (simplified):

· Identification of micro-catchments

· Formation of micro-catchment community groups

· Sensitisation/ farmer exchange visits

· Participatory mapping and analysis of the micro-catchment

· Problem assessment, ranking and visioning

· Preparation of a catchment management plan, in line with the vision.  This could be mapped as a land use plan

· Specific action plans and actions consistent with the micro-catchment plan

· Small grants to support implementation of action plans (small grants programme)

· Review of progress and re-visioning and re-planning

Micro-catchment PAPs for the lower Yala were reviewed as an example (Samadhi luore, Dhene, Nyanya and Sidundu micro-catchments).  The process described broadly follows the above list but stops at the identification of problems and the types of responses proposed; the spatial distribution of those responses – the WHERE of the plan – is not addressed.

Maps would facilitate this process.  Community visions could be visually presented, specific actions could be located and assessed in terms of their consistency with the vision, activity implementation could be spatially located and monitored, spatial equity could be monitored, spatial coverage could be monitored, etc.  At the point of progress evaluation and re-planning, ‘before and after’ maps would provide a visual snapshot of progress achieved.  All maps should also be available in communities, and up-dated continuously so that community members can see the progress being made.

Expansion to additional blocks:  The original project objective was to demonstrate successful methodologies within different ecological situations; hence three basins, and target areas within the upper, middle and lower portions of each of those basins.  The mandate was also to address upstream-downstream issues, which again requires work throughout the basins.  

To date, project activities have focused only on the lower blocks.  Given that problems in the lower basins are substantially caused by issues in the upper basin, effective action within these lower blocks is limited unless and until the upper river reaches are addressed. 
Therefore, the project needs to move swiftly into these blocks, starting with the middle and upper blocks of either the Nyando or Yala basins. At the same time, three key issues need to be addressed before such an extension of activities:

· Work processes need to be clarified and demonstrated in the existing blocks;
· Project cash flow: it does not appear wise to expand to additional blocks when the project is facing cash-flow problems;
· Staffing: both CPOs and others indicated that staffing for supporting the communities is already strained, even though only three blocks are currently active.  A target of at least one community support person per block is reasonable.  Given logistical problems, these should be ready to live in the communities.

Procurement and financing:  Procurement remains an issue with excessively long procurement processes within KARI HQ.  Despite long experience with WB requirements, KARI has not used fast track options, for example in contracting the ESMF and the MTR.  A WB Procurement Specialist visited the project in September and made the same point.  The PC has not been trained in WB procedures, and is thus not in a position to question the HQ procurement officer.  Procurement continues to delay implementation of the project.

A key related issue which emerged forcefully in Kisumu is the issue of cash flow.  Project activities have been repeatedly constrained by cash flow issues.  This is a very serious issue as it undermines community trust and, thereby, project implementation and effectiveness.  It also raises questions about extending project activities to additional blocks when the project cannot guarantee activities within the existing blocks.

Project management:  Project management is always critical in providing vision, direction, staff management, stakeholder management, financial management, etc.  Management ‘styles’ can encourage or discourage staff.  Relation with partners can also be critically influenced my management.

The WKIEMP is a complex project which brings together both research and development components, is spatially widely spread, and very diverse in its activities.  A clear and well articulated vision for the project is the starting point to coming to terms with the high demands of the project.  ‘Vision’ needs to embrace both the ultimate project goal and the broad means of achieving that goal.  A vision has developed over the period of project implementation, although further strengthening may be required (e.g. see section on PAPs, above).  That vision also needs to be understood and translated at lower levels.  For example, the Field Officers (basin managers) need to have a clear vision for their basins, and how they are going to achieve that vision; at the moment they appear to be activity oriented rather than strategic in their perceptions.

While all recommendations from the last supervision mission have been addressed, there were significant delays in several key areas.  Many of these delays can be attributed to procurement issues, which is beyond project control but need to be addressed by senior KARI management.  Delays are normal during the initial project period; however, the project needs now to advance quickly if it is to meet its objectives.  Procurement and other delays need to be rapidly addressed, so that the project can advance.  

There are several management tools available to support the PCO; training may be required to develop capacities.  Hopefully, the training plan will address such issues, by identifying staff training needs.  There should also be clarity of objectives and processes, expressed for each river basin, and approximate time tables for achieving these.

The communications consultants will be looking, inter alia, at project internal communications.  Strengthening such communications will help resolve any residual internal issues.  Similarly, the consultants should address communication with partners and stakeholders, especially with ICRAF.

Frequent meetings, joint planning, joint field trips (by senior staff), social interactions, etc. are all tools that will assist in developing partner relationships.  It is noted that the twice monthly meetings with ICRAF Kisumu have become less regular.  The minutes do not demonstrate follow-up on action points from previous meetings.  The mission noted the presence of a strong will by all parties to make this project successful.  Project management can build on that to achieve success.  

Capacity building efforts for developing carbon finance proposal: In light of the piloting nature of the carbon trading component of the project and to avoid creating high community expectations, KARI and ICRAF agreed that in the framework of the project, it was not feasible to proceed to carbon trading. It was decided that ICRAF identify and document institutions that require training in carbon trade in the project area and that the identified institutions will eventually train communities through their extension work. It is anticipated that this training will be done in the 3rd quarter of the current financial year. In the interim, ICRAF has produced a carbon stock assessment manual which is still under review. Appropriate PCO staff will be trained by ICRAF in applications of the manual when a final version is produced. A closely related issue is the assessment of carbon stocks in the project areas as espoused in the baseline report. This aspect of the project seems to be lagging behind other baseline data collection and this might complicate assessing carbon gains from project interventions. ICRAF might find it useful to expeditiously allocate substantive human resources to this aspect of the project. 

Responsiveness of project activities to environmental/natural resources management concerns: Information from project baseline data and site-specific participatory rural appraisals indicates that reduced tree cover, soil erosion, reduced soil fertility are the priority resource management concerns of the communities. In addition, lack of adequate sources of income is implicated as a major factor behind environmental degradation in the area. The project, through a number of project activities is directly responding to these concerns. Central to project activities is a tree nursery establishment initiative from which 300-400,000 trees have been planted. The project has conducted training and demonstrations on soil and water conservation to communities, invested in gully control, and also funded a number of alternative livelihood ventures including bee keeping, sericulture, poultry, dairy goats etc. The issue now is not one of responsive activities but one of making sure that the project activities are taken to scale.  It is not clear how the project is addressing the issue of sodic soils that are ubiquitous in some of the project sites. 

Community mobilization, sensitization and participation in project formulation and implementation: The project appreciates and is fully cognizant of the importance of community involvement in setting the environment and natural resource rehabilitation agenda. Discussions with project staff clearly indicate that community mobilization has been a sine qua non for launching project activities in any single site. Even prior to the shift in implementation strategy (from block to a micro-catchment approach), communities in the blocks were mobilized both for awareness and participation in developing action plans. The activities undertaken following the new microcatchment approach inclusive, the project has developed over 80 participatory action plans with community groups. There is evidence of continuous community engagement through specially dedicated Community Participation Officers. There are special 12- member microcatchment committees- democratically selected by the community- tasked with planning and coordinating the implementation of agreed interventions targeting IEM within respective intervention areas. Activities funded by the project (e.g. grants, tree nurseries) are supposed to be community initiatives. However, with the projected extension of the activities into other project sites, this desirable project attribute is at significant risk occasioned by thin human resources. It is pertinent that the project either re-aligns staff or recruits more personnel to augment efforts of the two project CPOs.

Aside from engaging the beneficiary community, the project has also engaged- in a collaborative manner- with other institutions e.g. mainstream GoK extension, provincial administration, KEFRI etc with potentially high payoffs in scaling up and sustainability of interventions

Preparation and implementation of communications material: The project has engaged the services of a communication specialist on a 6-months contract. The consultant will, among other things help create project awareness. A service charter outlining project objectives and activities has been developed but is still under review.  It is not clear how the community consultant will transition from the project and what happens to the communication aspects at the end of the 6 months contract.

Capacity building for strengthening local development and IEM planning: Capacity building efforts have been twofold: targeting communities and other institutions/partners. A number of local partners (WRMA, COSOFAP, NBI) have been brought on board and are collaborating on IEM. A number of training workshops on environment, agriculture and livestock production, fruit tree grafting have been conducted. Over 9 technology dissemination sessions were conducted on various themes including soil fertility and improved fallows among others. Study tours were conducted for some groups to introduce them to better managed nurseries. 

There clear evidence that operationalisation of IEM using watershed approaches is a rather weak link in project implementation. This probably explains why no comprehensive watershed management plans (land use plans) are developed upon generation of catchment PAPS. Building the capacity of relevant PCO staff in watershed management will alleviate this weakness. Also, over reliance on the 12-member committees to act as ToTs or technology transfer agents needs to be done with caution and with the necessary incentive structure so that the delivered training is consequently passed on to the community.  

Mid-term Review:  Key issues in ensuring PCO readiness for the MTR include:

· Completion of the MTR to be undertaken by KARI.  As things currently stand, this is unlikely to be completed before end January 2008

· Completion of the ESPAR.  This is on track to be completed by the end of year 2007

· A functioning M&E system such that information which will be requested by the MTR team can be swiftly and accurately produced

· Definition of the micro-catchments and their baseline description (within the baseline reports being prepared by ICRAF)

· Clarity of vision and procedures at both project and basin levels

Annex 4

Review of Agreed actions during March 07 review and Recommendations
	Activity
	Recommended action
	Target
	Progress
	Outstanding/ recommendations

	Carry out a comprehensive MTR  on or about 30 June 2007
	a) develop TOR for MTR and clear with IDA

b) complete & furnish to the bank the MTR
	a) April 30, 2007

b) August 31, 2007
	a) Completed

b) Contract award expected mid-December
	_
b) MTR to be completed by January 15, 2008

	Carry out independent ESPAR not later than January 15 2007
	a) develop TOR for ESPAR

b) complete and furnish ESPAR to Bank
	a) March 31, 2007

b) September 30, 2007
	a) Completed

b) Consultant hired and started work.  Target completion date 15 December 2007.
	_
b) On track

	Baseline inventory of above ground, below ground, and wetland biodiversity in project area
	Complete baseline
	30 May 2007
	A draft final report was presented to the project in September 2007.  Reviewed by project and comments sent via KARI HQ.  
	The project will ensure that comments on the draft are incorporated by Moi University and share the final report with IDA by February 2008.

	Undertake biophysical and socio-economic baseline surveys
	Complete these surveys and their interpretation re. management strata and associated issues
	September 15, 2007
	Data collected on all (7) blocks, entered into a data base, and provided to project.  Soil analysis still being undertaken.  Documents drafted on Nyando and Yala basins (including all blocks) in accordance with project recommendations.  Presentation now more accessible to non-specialists.  Final documents are expected early next year.
	On track.  Key outstanding issue is use of the baseline data in the project development activities.  Use should be planned before activities are initiated in the remaining blocks.

	Develop M&E system for project implementation
	Prepare an M&E framework for project implementation including key indicators
	March 31, 2007
	A revised and improved M&E system has been drafted, incorporating suggestions received from the Bank.  
	Share with IDA a finalized M&E framework before the MTR. The PCO  should move swiftly to develop a MIS system for continuous monitoring 

	Develop and implement a training plan
	Prepare a detailed action plan and time table for implementation of the training modules shared with IDA
	April 30, 2007
	A training specialist has been contracted on a 6-month contract to prepare a training plan.  

(Note also second consultant to prepare a communications plan)
	Identify (with Consultant support) and appoint a staff who will implement the training plan.



	Develop detailed work plan with time frame for implementing activities on a quarterly basis
	Finalize work plan and share it with IDA
	April 30, 2007
	The 2006/7 work plan was revised following the review mission, and shared with IDA through KARI HQ; 2007/8 work plan prepared and submitted to IDA
	

	Develop selection criteria for community grant applications with input from KARI/ATIRI
	Finalise selection criteria incorporating suitable adjustments
	April 15, 2007
	Grant Manual completed, and first grant applications (lower Nyando) reviewed and grants provided.  Second cycle of grants (lower Yala) in process (review awaiting finance)
	Future grants will be linked directly to micro-catchment management plans (PAPs). 

	Submit quarterly financial monitoring reports (FMR)
	Submit to IDA a copy of the FMR for the period ending March 31, 2007, covering all activities since project effectiveness
	April 30, 2007
	4 reports received
	

	Issues raised in aide-memoire but not recorded in agreed action

	Water pan at Onyuongo guly
	a) sign land donation agreement

b) complete technical report

and update plan

d) develop guidelines and by-laws on use of pan
	
	PC confirmed that these actions have been carried out
	


�Bob has been working on the project since August, I’m not sure of what is behing the comment, but perhaps it is a misunderstanding.


�I was not part of the discussion, please explain what this means specifically, offline if you wish.


�This si unclear, the indicators were laid out in the PAD.  Please clarify.


�There must be a problem there were more meeting than this.


�Were the motorcycles never purchased?
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