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Village Savings and Loan
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I.  Summary
World Neighbors and Heifer International (HPI) are currently working as partners on a $1.5 million program over three years to enable families and communities in 10 countries across Africa, Asia and Latin America to build sustainable livelihoods and food systems that integrate livestock, crop production, address human nutrition needs and regenerate the natural resource base.  At the institutional level, the program’s stated purpose is to “accelerate mutual learning and innovation, better leverage program experience to widen  impact to new partners and new communities, expand to reach thousands of additional farm families, and be more effective in influencing practices and policies that enable smallholder farm families to achieve food security”.  The partnership program, named “From Hunger to Hope” runs from July 2005 to June 2008,  aims to activate latent synergies in the principles, practices organizational strengths of Heifer International and World Neighbors.  

Kenya is one of 10 countries selected to implement FHtH projects. The Kenya program was one of four countries visited as part of an external evaluation to assess whether the FHtH project is achieving its goals.   This evaluation was carried out between March 25 and April 4, 2008 through a review of key documents, group discussions with management and key staff, field interviews with focus groups, key informants, and other development partners, and through field observations. 

The evaluators found that the two FHtH projects in Kenya are promising, though it is too early in the intervention process to assess results or the sustainability of the approaches.  Preliminary results indicate that progress is being made in assisting participants to diversity their diets and increase their food supply through the adoption of kitchen gardens, tree nurseries, and bulking of improved crop varieties.  Many households report an increase of one month in annual food security, due mainly to the kitchen gardens.  While this is not a significant reduction to overall food insecurity, it is a measure of improvement for food-insecure families.   Communities have mobilized health services and trained Community Health Workers and report that the general health and nutritional status of members has improved as a result.  However, with a systematic project monitoring and evaluation system in place, it is very difficult to provide any quantitative basis for judging results to date.
The integrated approach being used by WN to addressing community problems, and the complementary agro-ecological methods are very positive aspects of the program.  Also commendable is WN measured approach to building capacity and training prior to introducing many inputs, which is a slow but likely more sustainable way of assisting communities to take responsibility for their own development.  
The intended collaboration between HPI and WN at the country level got off to a slow start, and has been pursued more aggressively by WN than HPI.  This could be attributed to a lack of clarity and communication from Heifer HQ about the roles and responsibilities of HPI Kenya in the project.  Communication and collaboration have improved over the past year and both organizations see benefits and mutual learning possibilities.  It is recommended that the two organizations formally plan activities to accomplish the objectives under Impact Goal #2 to ensure that this is realized, given the full schedules of both.  

The evaluators recommend that the FHtH project in Kenya be extended for another three to five years to allow enough time for the capacity building, training and inputs to show results.  It is also strongly recommended that a monitoring and evaluation system be adopted for phase two, both at the project level to assess results against the Impact Goals, and at the community level to allow the community to measure its gains, assess trends, and make course corrections when necessary. 
Phase two of FHtH should also include more participatory design by the implementing countries and communities to ensure appropriate interventions, ownership, and buy-in for a monitoring and evaluation system. 

The Kenya FHtH project experienced some disruption in late 2006 and early 2007 as a result of the presidential election campaign which began in October, followed by political unrest between December 2007 and February 2008.  This severely affected western Kenya, causing the suspension of most project activities during that period.

II.  Background

The FHtH approach in Kenya rests on three integrated themes:  sustainable agriculture and rural livelihoods (SARL); community and reproductive health (CRH), and community-based natural resource management (CBNRM), with gender and local capacity building as cross-cutting issues.  
At the outset of the program in 2005, WN and HPI in Kenya agreed on two program sites in eastern and western Kenya.  It was decided to divide the funds between an existing project and a new one to see what differences arose from the two approaches.  The new program got underway in November 2005 with Friends of Katuk Odeyo (FOKO), a young community-based organization previously identified by WN as a potential development partner.  FOKO is the foundation of the Friends of Katuk Odeyo Community Development Program (FOCODEP), a FHtH project located in East Jimmo, Lower Nyakatch Division, Nyanza District, western Kenya.  
The existing program was with the Ngua Mlambo Development Trust (NMDT) in Taita Taveta District.   The project ran for one year, during which there was a drought, a baseline survey was completed, trainers were trained on nutrition, and dairy goat assistants were trained.  However, after the first year, WN was not satisfied with the ability and commitment of the NMDT management to fully conceptualize and implement the program.  WN decided that very negligible positive results were realized by the end of the first year, and ended the collaboration on July 1, 2006.  As a result, this site was not visited by the evaluation team.  
In July 2006 a new FHtH project community was identified in Busia District, western Kenya and in October, WN began working with the Village Development Committee (VDC) of Muyafwa and Mundalira in the Muyafwa/Mundalira Development Program (MUDEP).  The geographic focus is in line with WN Kenya’s current strategic plan, which identifies western Kenya as an area with low  development indices (including a high rate of HIV) coupled with adequate opportunities to allow WN to have an impact.  

Impact Goal 1: Families in selected areas will achieve sustainable increased incomes and food security, while regenerating their natural resource base during the three-year program
Objective 1.1: Productivity of 473 participating families will be raised by 40%, sustainably.
Objective 1.2: Soils, water supplies, forests and/or other commons of 473 families will have been improved or protected.
Objective 1.3: Food security status of 473 households will be improved by 30% through increased grain production or from income derived from cash crops, livestock or other livelihood activities.

Objective 1.4: The rate of undernourished children in each community reached will be reduced.

Impact Goal 2:  World Neighbors and Heifer International will develop a complementary specialized partnership that will strengthen the performance and impact of both organizations during the three year program
Objective 1: Methods will be developed to share learning of both organizations at the program and headquarter levels

Objective 2: Personnel in the field and headquarters of both agencies perceive the relationship is mutually beneficial

Impact Goal 3: Program will influence practices of local peer organizations, NGOs, and the policies of local technical agencies during the three-year program.
III.  Evaluation Methodology

This was a qualitative evaluation carried out by two external consultants between March 25 and April  4, 2008.  After orientation meetings with WN and HPI in Nairobi, the team spent seven and a half days in the field, visiting one community in Kisumu district and two in Busia district.  Activities included:

A. Review of project documents including project descriptions, baseline results, proceedings, agreements, regulations, and semestral progress reports as well as those describing WN and HPI’s working philosophy, methodology and results.  

B. Formal discussions in Nairobi with WN and HPI management staff about the organization’s development programming in general and the FHtH project progress and results in particular.  

C. Group interviews with WN senior management, with field staff, with members of two community-based organizations, and with the representative of HPI in western Kenya.

D. Semi-structured interviews with key female and male informants in the project areas.

E. Field observations of demonstration plots, kitchen gardens, bulking sites, animal husbandry, PLWA households, water retention pans, and farms.

F. Formal discussions and clarification of field observations with field staff, project assistants, representatives of partner NGOs, Assistant Chiefs, village elders, a school headmaster, and staff from government ministries. 

G. Formal presentation of preliminary findings to WN and HPI representatives.

Logistical support for the evaluation was provided by WN staff who accompanied the evaluators during their visits to communities and participating families.  

IV.  Program Outcomes

A.  Participation 

FOCODEP

Both FOKO and the VDC were in existence and had some experience and capacity when WN identified them as potential partners in the FHtH program.  FOKO formed in 2002 to work with the Swedish Cooperative Centre – Vi (SCC-Vi), an NGO that promotes agroforestry, farmer enterprise and village savings and loan (VSL) associations.  SCC-Vi still works with FOKO and trains VSLs for FOCODEP.  In 2005, FOKO and WN began FOCODEP.  FOCODEP works with 600 (30%) of the 2,000 families in the community.  This exceeds the initial project target of 432 families.  
SARL activities are complemented with CRH activities in nutrition education, training of volunteer Community Health Workers (CHW), instruction on preparing high-nutrient supplemental foods for malnourished children, and CBNRM activities such as the protection of drinking water sources, establishment of community water points, and attempts at erosion control.  The initial success with many of these activities have led community members to expand into related activities such as theater groups, savings and loan groups, tools banks, paravet training, an Early Childhood Development center, and commercial nurseries, among others. FOCODEP has enlisted a wide range of government and non-governmental partners to further its development goals. 
The most popular activities in FOCODEP are vegetable gardens, tree nurseries (especially fruit trees), dairy goat raising, application of improved farming techniques, and a mobile clinic for expectant mothers and children under five years of age (CU5).  

MUDEP

The VDC implementing MUDEP formed in 2002 with the assistance of the Community-Based Nutrition Program (now the Community Service Support Program or CCSP) under  the Ministry of Social Services.  CCSP support ended in 2005, and WN began to work with the group in October 2006.  In the intervening year and a half the VDC continued to implement activities but did not initiate any new ones.  MUDEP involves 200 families; 120 in the village of Muyafwa and 80 in Mundalira.  This is 30% of the project objective, which targets 600 families.   Eventually the program aims to cover the entire Muyafwa sub location population of 3900 people. 
In MUDEP, the kitchen gardens, improved farming techniques, knowledge of the CHWs, and support for PLWAs and OVCs were cited as achievements.  A community pharmacy, established under another donor and recently restocked by WN, was also cited as an important accomplishment.  


B.  Production Levels

FOCODEP
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The project’s strategy for improving agricultural and livestock production rests on an integrated approach.  The first year emphasized building consensus on appropriate agricultural technologies and training community leaders (“change team” members) in the technologies. Demonstration plots and farmer-led experimentation allowed farmers to assess for themselves, risk-free, which methods  produce the best yields, meet nutrition needs, and are marketable.  The integrated approach uses conservation farming to improve soil fertility (use of nitrogen-fixing trees, green manure methods, cover crops); tree nurseries for fodder (calliandra), fruit (mango, avocado) and medicine (moringa); training in grafting skills;  reintroduction of nutritious indigenous vegetables
, use of raised beds and double digging to promote dry season vegetable production; “bulking”, or mass production of high quality planting material (orange-fleshed sweet potato, cassava) to distribute to large numbers of participants; introduction of dairy goats; upgrading of local poultry; and income generating activities. Nutrition is integrated by introducing orange-fleshed sweet potato, green gram, soy beans, improved cassava and banana, and fast-maturing sorghum along with reintroducing traditional crops such as finger millet. Participation in all activities appears to be high.  
	“For people who used the training properly, we see a lot of improvement.”
 - A member of the Kamwana subgroup


Twelve percent (58) of the targeted families reported higher yields after one year of implementing the improved methods and materials.  Nearly all participants report at least a marginal increase in production or incomes after the first phase in 2006-07, which was also affected by drought.  Farmer Field School trials showed an increased yield of 30% in onions and groundnuts using improved agronomic practices and improved varieties.  Two community nurseries have been established with a total of 20,000 seedlings with the help of the Nile Basin Initiative, a UNDP program.  Some subgroups trained in “farming as a business” have shown production increases:  the Kamwana subgroup increased its income from horticulture production by 750%, and four private nurseries have produced 5,000 seedlings for sale.  Several sub groups have established tool banks to enable farmers to plant in a more timely manner.  Poultry vaccination is a popular activity, with thousands of birds being vaccinated.  
Several interventions have the potential to help participants reduce expenditures on commercial inputs.  The introduction of natural fertilizers and methods to improve soil fertility may be one of the most useful interventions, as the price of one bag of chemical fertilizer has increased by Kenya Shillings (KSh) 2600 (about US $43) in the past year.  Some savings should be realized by the 25 participants trained in home production of poultry feed, as well as the over 150 group members they trained in turn.  The ability to produce instead of purchase seedlings and certain seeds may also reduce future expenditure.  These potential gains need to be tracked and quantified by the program. 
The mix of agricultural interventions is promising though it is too early to draw conclusions about production increases.  Most of the agro-ecological practices take two to three seasons to show significant results (for example, fertilizer trees take one full season to fix nitrogen); this evaluation was carried out during planting season of phase two and the results will not be available until July to September 2008.  Also promising is the assertion by participants that they will be able to sustain the interventions themselves after the project ends.   Drought, unreliable rainfall, pests, plant diseases, and striga weed will continue to pose threats to production.   
The most significant challenge to FOCODEP lies in systematically measuring and quantifying its achievements. The baseline shows average yield per acre for major crops, but most individual farmers are not able to accurately measure their increases in production. Subgroups engaged in farming as a business do maintain a bookkeeper who records production, yields and sales, which should be summarized in a central register.  FOCODEP maintains good lists of inputs and recipients and now needs to evolve from recording participation to measuring changes brought about through participation to track overall program impact. 
MUDEP
Activities to increase production are just beginning.  Farmers are trying recommended practices such as planting in rows, spacing, and the use of manure and compost.  Five groups were trained on cassava agronomy, achieving an estimated germination rate of 95%.  Cassava was bulked first on two half-acre plots, then distributed to 40 farmers with a ¼ acre plots.  The ¼ acre plots provided plant material to five farmers each, reaching a total of  200 families (40 households).  Vines produced from the bulking of orange-fleshed sweet potatoes were distributed and nearly 1500 poultry were vaccinated by community volunteers trained by the government livestock department.  Two community tree nurseries were established to provide seedlings for eventual sale to members. As of December 2007, 160 households (80%) had established simple kitchen gardens with indigenous vegetables.  The other components of supporting rural livelihoods are just beginning.
This evaluation was carried out in March 2008.  Any improvements to production will not be evident until the harvest in July/August 2008 so it is too early to assess results.  The baseline survey will not be carried out until later in 2008, which will make assessing  changes to productivity difficult as training and some interventions have already begun. 

C.  Soil, Water Supplies and other Commons
FOCODEP
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FOKO was created around attempts to stem the spread of the massive Katuk Odeyo gully and its constitution requires members to donate trees annually to help reclaim land and stop gully erosion.   Runoff from deforested hills in neighboring Kericho District, soil type, and other factors contribute to the continued growth of the gully, which threatens to engulf the farms of some FOCODEP members.  The International Centre for Research in Agroforestry (ICRAF), SCC- Vi, and various government departments have been working on the erosion problem for over a decade, with little success. 
Natural resource management provided an entry point for FOCODEP activities. The Environment and Natural Resources committee of FOCODEP sees NRM activities as the backbone of the project, the ones that make other achievements in food security, dairy goat production, and soil fertility improvement possible.  The committee considers tree nurseries to be one of the project’s best achievements.  As evidence, the committee points to increased vegetation cover through numerous nurseries; the reduced need of most households to collect firewood through the promotion of woodlots; the production of fodder trees; income generating activities from the sale of seedlings from home nurseries; lining the riverbank with stones to prevent erosion, and water holes to capture runoff for use in kitchen gardens in the dry season.  In April 2008 FOCODEP will start training in bamboo cultivation for erosion control and as an IGA.  
FOCODEP has also improved distribution of water for household use.  Five water points serving 513 people have been established by extending water pipes from homes with existing connections.  A water management committee has been established.  The committee is registered with the government Water Services Board and was trained by the board in meter reading, line management and minor repairs, and bookkeeping.  This is an improvement over the baseline, which indicates the majority of people used river water.  Twenty-four households have dug water holes on their farms to reduce runoff erosion and to irrigate kitchen gardens during dry seasons making vegetables available for more months during the year.         
The committee has had the most impact where it has fenced off threatened areas from open grazing and planted trees and grass to reclaim and stabilize land in areas near the smaller branches of the main gully.  FOCODEP has rehabilitated three water pans.  The water pans provide water for livestock and domestic use for 200 people but have been a limited success as they need to be desilted annually.  The community has contacted the Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources and the Kenya Agricultural Research Institute (KARI).  The Ministry has visited the site but has not yet provided assistance, and KARI has not acted on its verbal commitments.   FOCODEP is a member of the stakeholders’ forum on Katuk Odeyo formed in late 2007 though no meetings had been held recently due to the political turmoil.
The community has had limited success in stemming the growth of the gully and maintaining the water pans despite its commendable efforts.  Participation has been high, but thousands of seedlings planted to stop erosion have been washed away by severe runoff.  The problem is beyond the capacity of the community to address.  Much of the runoff problem lies upstream in another administrative district and to date agencies that could assist have not responded.
There are some qualitative indications of improvements in soil fertility and water use.  The baseline indicates that there were few soil conservation measures or attempts to capture runoff for micro irrigation.  However, there are no quantitative indicators for achievement attached to Objective 1.2, making it difficult to assess the degree of improvement and protection desired or needed, and progress towards that goal.  FOCODEP maintains records of water points and water pans beneficiaries, but has not collected data on changes in frequency and types of water-borne illnesses or improvements to production.  
MUDEP
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Demonstration plots for soil fertility improvement using composted manure, cover crops (Mucuna) and nitrogen-fixing fertilizer trees (Desmodium, Tephrosia) for fallow crop species were set up.  A small community tree nursery was established in each village.  MUDEP is building a water tank for its primary school, and plans to protect springs for drinking water, expanding a previous activity with CSSP.  Farmer experimenters are growing mango trees, bulking cassava, and adopting  napier grass and other means of erosion control.  

D.  Food Security

FOCODEP
Improvements to food security are closely linked to efforts to increase production.  The program has adopted two strategies to address food insecurity; crop production and livestock production through sustainable agricultural practices. This involves introduction of:

· Soil and water technologies including improved fallows, green manure, livestock manure and water harvesting holes. 

· Fast maturing, drought resistant certified seed varieties of maize, sorghum, ground nuts, green grams and cassava.

· [image: image7.jpg]


High yielding tissue cultured bananas and fast maturing grafted mangos.

· Improved tillage technologies 

· Tree seedling nurseries for prevention of soil/environmental degradation    

· Dairy goat farming including upgrading of local goats for milk and income 
· Improving poultry through cross breeding with hybrid varieties 

· Fodder production and management
The project introduced dairy goats and bucks for cross breeding with local goats to improve milk production while retaining their resistance to local diseases.  Vulnerable community members were identified (PLWAs, families hosting OVCs, vulnerable mothers with CU5), trained with the assistance of Heifer staff and the Livestock Department in livestock management, fodder preparation, construction of housing, and para-veterinary skills.  Participants did not raise dairy goats previously as they were difficult to maintain in the traditional open grazing system; the project has introduced goat sheds so the animal’s diet and health can be controlled and its manure collected for composting.  A total of 29 households have received goats, of which 20 are dairy and 9 are local goats. Recipients must plant fodder, build a shed and attend a dairy goat management training before receiving the animal.  
Local goats were provided to highly vulnerable people (mainly very poor widows, PLWAs, and OVCs) unable to meet the criteria for dairy goats.  This allows them to participate in the project, with the expectation that the goats can be cross bred, and their offspring passed on to other highly vulnerable households.  The net effect on food security for households with dairy goats is an average of two liters per day of milk, which people are encouraged to consume at home. The 20 dairy goats have delivered 17 kids to date, a few of which have matured enough to be passed on to others selected by the FOCODEP Executive Committee.  FOKO owns three bucks which are kept by custodians and used for breeding. Goats are given with strict conditions and at least one group signs a Memorandum of Understanding with recipients, and if the goat is not properly cared for it is taken back.  The introduction of dairy goats is highly popular, especially among PLWAs as goat milk is thought to boost the immune system, though many participants felt that the waiting period is too long due to the low numbers of goats.  Another factor contributing the length of the waiting period is that progeny is passed on when it is six months old. Some community members felt that the goats grow fast and by the time they are four months they could be passed on and this would reduce the waiting period.  With the introduction of breeding activities, FOCODEP found there was inadequate information on breeding and so introduced breeding records to ensure that goats are properly cross-bred and to prevent uncontrolled in-breeding.  Concerned about the proliferation of programs in the area that are distributing goats without providing training on proper care or breeding and also control sale of “fake” dairy goats by unscrupulous livestock traders, FOCODEP organized the Nyando District Dairy Goat Farmers Association (Nyaddago) with the support of WN and the Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock.   The purpose of Nyaddago is to work with farmer groups through a consortium housed in the MOAL to help enforce breeding standards.  The consortium will maintain records on dairy goats in the district, provide regulations and guidance on introducing dairy goats, support the exchange of bucks, ensure that only genuine dairy goats are sold as dairy goats, and promote good practices. 
In addition to dairy goats, high quality cockerels have been distributed to 18 households for cross-breeding to improve local poultry.  Households receiving poultry are required to build a poultry unit to specified standards. The eggs are used as food and to propagate new chicks.   FOCODEP members requested 54 bulls for land preparation, as planting on time is a major challenge for people.  WN approved funding for six bulls and plows, which were bought by FOCODEP.  The community contributed additional two bulls making the total number of bulls available for use by the community to eight. The bulls have been divided into two groups serving two separate areas within the community.  It requires four bulls to pull one plow, leaving four spare plows available. FOCODEP has established a tool bank for farming implements. The tools in the bank include six treadle pumps, one foot pump for spraying, six plows, and 12 chains.  To prepare land in time for the rains is a major impediment to crop production and many area farmers till by hand, which is especially taxing for PLWAs.
Twenty seven self-selected Farmer Experimenters were given 245 grams of maize seed to participate in trials to compare production using traditional and fallow techniques.  Ten farmers showed increased production and 17 did not follow instructions so their results could not be recorded.  Unreliable rainfall in 2007 undermined the attempt to bulk sweet potato.  Farmers report good results with early maturing crops, and those using compost and fallow techniques see a slightly higher yield.  Participants also stated that the knowledge they have gained so far in nutrition and agriculture has helped.  

The most immediate impact has been felt from the vegetable gardens.  Prior to FOCODEP it was difficult to obtain seed for the popular indigenous vegetables.  Consequently, people bought vegetables from the market; the introduction of kitchen gardens reportedly has improved food supply, nutrition, and provided cash for household needs.  CHWs say that the kitchen gardens have improved nutrition among CU5, adults and PLWAs.  The adoption of double digging techniques allows people to grow vegetables during the dry season, though more people use raised beds as it requires less labor.  Participants note that the kitchen gardens have been imitated by people outside of FOCODEP but with less success as they lacked the training.  The CHWs and others state that in order for the food security interventions to have a community-wide impact, more people need to participate and adopt the improved methods.  More acreage has been planted and more intensive activities adopted which indicates a scaling up of activities, though results will only be known after the 2008 harvest.
	One PLWA was an ill and impoverished widow when FOCODEP started.  She managed to adopt the new agricultural methods and raises dairy goats and poultry on her land, which she farms alone. As a result of FOCODEP interventions, she produces enough food so that now, “I never sleep hungry.” 


Food security and health interventions have assisted people living with HIV and AIDS (PLWA) to cope with the challenges of living with HIV.   PLWAs have been trained in improved nutrition as well as how to manage their illness by CHWs, who also provide home-based care (HBC).  Of the 20 dairy goats distributed, two went to PLWAs and four to households supporting orphans.  Activities targeting PLWAs, most of whom are widows or widowers with small children, began only last year.  The members have adopted many of FOCODEP’s strategies and hope to be able to feed themselves year round in two to three years.   The PLWAs and CHWs were joined in a single subgroup, but the PLWAs now plan to function independently in order to allow the CHWs to assist others who do not know or have not acknowledged their HIV positive status.  The PLWA subgroup will focus on awareness-raising on voluntary counseling and testing (VCT), serve as an example to the community, and hope to obtain more dairy goats so they can be passed on more rapidly.
A rural livelihoods component has been introduced in the past six months to complement the agricultural activities.  This promotes IGAs such as basketry, and savings and credit groups.  The basketry IGA planned to produce baskets made of water hyacinth.  It attempted to use existing skills and local materials to produce a new product, but did not adequately investigate the market, and it was found that the baskets could not be sold locally.  The IGAs have great potential but need to be carefully thought out before adding them on, for example, thinking about whom the product is targeting, where such people are and the quality of products they like. Instead of baskets only, the group could have produced other products, and there are very many possibilities. Fifteen women’s groups have been trained by SCC-Vi in savings and credit, based on a model where one woman receives the monthly pool of savings as a loan to invest in an IGA. The members were trained to divide out all their savings in December and start saving afresh in January of the following year. Again more thought should be given to additional components such the Savings and Credit Scheme to find out more appropriate ways of running such a scheme. Although they were trained to divide the many, some sub-groups chose to retain the money in the group.

As noted above, 12% of the original target group report they are more secure by one month after a year of implementation.  In a community where 80% are unable to feed themselves for half the year or more, these gains are encouraging but not significant in terms of increasing food security.  Also, it is not clear how gains were distributed among better-off and poorer farmers.  The pass-on activities with dairy goats in particular have not occurred on a large enough scale to gauge the impact on the community.  No conclusions can be drawn on the changes to food security until there are results from subsequent years, ranked against the baseline levels of food security for different categories of households. 
MUDEP

In MUDEP’s first year of implementation, kitchen gardens have been established, cassava bulking initiated, poultry distributed to PLWAs and OVCs, and a poultry vaccination program begun.  Individual groups are engaged in pig production, rearing of local goats, and beekeeping.  The main challenges to food security in the MUDEP project area are poor knowledge of improved practices, the high input prices and the resulting low use of farm inputs, and a poor marketing system.  The integrated approach used by WN is [image: image8.jpg]


promising but it is too early to substantiate results or gauge their sustainability.  This will require another three to five years of project implementation.  

E.  Child Malnutrition

FOCODEP

The level of malnutrition in Nyando District is 28% in children 35 months or younger
, in part due to low production and inadequate knowledge about child nutrition.  Consequently, nutrition and maternal and child health care was one of the entry points for the FHtH project.  WN has worked to integrate nutrition into the project in a number of ways:  training CHWs and nutrition education for mothers, along with the promotion of kitchen gardens, Vitamin A-rich food such as orange-fleshed sweet potatoes and mangoes, and other agricultural innovations.  
The recruitment and training of  CHWs by the MOH has been a main avenue for nutrition awareness and education among mothers of CU5, expectant mothers, and PLWAs.  Sixteen CHWs make home visits and provide information on a balanced diet, including nutritious traditional crops like sorghum, cassava, and red beans.  The project is introducing solar drying for food preservation.  PLWAs have also received training on nutrition from the CHWs, and CHWs provide HBC services for the ill.  CHWs report seeing broad changes in diet, sexual behavior, use of treated bed nets, and attendance at ante-natal clinics, that more people are receiving VCT and ARVs and there are  fewer deaths and fewer bedridden people.  PLWAs report that they are better able to cope with the challenges of living with HIV as a result of nutrition education, more nutritious foods, increased knowledge about how to manage their illness, and HBC services.  Stigma has been greatly reduced in the community and more people are seeking out VCT as a result of FOCODEP activities.  

In January 2007 FOCODEP arranged for monthly visits by an MOH mobile clinic that provides immunization and child growth monitoring services to everyone in the community.  The cost to the project is for transport of the MOH staff, and is currently supported by another WN donor.  The goal is to have the community take over the relationship with the MOH.  Given the high usage – up to 200 mothers per month – and the relatively low cost, FOCODEP members and the MOH staff feel they will be able to sustain the activity as long as the MOH is willing to continue services.  

The combination of the mobile clinic services and CHWs are reported to have improved immunization rates among CU5 as well as improved the health of adults.  The immunization services have likely played an important role in reducing malnutrition.  The project reports that the 30% malnutrition rate among the 470 at-risk children (141) was reduced to 18% (84) by June 2007.  Ten CU5 remained malnourished as of April 2008.  Children who do not improve often have underlying medical problems, such as HIV.  CHWs have sensitized over 300 women on the proper feeding and care of children and over 100 mothers have been trained on the preparation of a nutritious porridge. FOCODEP members provide the ingredients after the harvest in August but cannot do so in other months due to household food shortages, making it difficult to assist poor households that otherwise cannot afford the ingredients.  WN helps fill the supply gaps, but the community is not yet food secure enough to sustain the practice on its own.  After the political unrest, WN found the incidence of child malnutrition spiking and undertook a short-term relief intervention, providing a month’s supply of porridge ingredients to mothers of malnourished children.  

In January 2008, FOCODEP established an Early Childhood Development (ECD) Center which is currently attended by 23 children.  The ECD is open daily and provides nutrition education to mothers; its future plans include construction of a permanent building and services to PLWAs.  Related activities in health and nutrition include food processing demonstrations are also given in conjunction with mobile clinic visits, and a theater group of 22 youths trained by FOCODEP that incorporates messages on health and nutrition in their performances.
Retaining and continuing to motivate volunteers is a concern in FOCODEP, as in many similar projects.  The CHWs are volunteers who work about two hours per week and provide services to all members of the community; they do receive poultry but must pass on chicks like other participants.  Many requested incentives such as boots, umbrellas and bicycles to help them carry out their responsibilities.  Sourcing simple medications will be another challenge to sustainability that FOCODEP will need to address once the projects ends.
Growth monitoring records and lists of children showing weight for age are completed during clinic visits;  it appears that these records could be more fully used to track trends in the community.  The president of FOCODEP says he checks the MCH records and personally visits mothers of underweight children.
MUDEP
Under CRH, the project has identified CHWs, identified OVCs, trained PLWAs on nutrition, and trained CHWs in health, nutrition and HBC.  Each of MUDEP’s 18 CHWs has around 15 households that he or she trains on immunization, nutrition, diet, kitchen gardens, and good health practices.  MUDEP did an initial identification of malnourished children and referred 11 (13%) of 87 CU5 to a health facility for treatment.   CHWs trained parents of malnourished children in porridge preparation and followed up the training with home visits.  CHWs report that as a result of their efforts, households are now seeking treatment when children are ill, adopting more balanced diets, incorporating fruits, and boiling water.  Individual weight and height for CU5 are kept by the program and CHWs follow up on malnourished cases, though no formal tracking or measurement of these changes is taking place.  

MUDEP has organized a quarterly visit by the MOH to provide VCT services, and OVCs and PLWAs have been trained in IGAs.  PLWAs are working to decrease stigma in their communities and encouraging more people to know their HIV status, though stigma remains high.  As of December 2007, 160 kitchen gardens using raised beds had been established and 200 mango trees planted.  CRH activities for expectant mothers and CU5 will begin in MUDEP in July 2008.  As with other components, it is too early in the project to assess the success or sustainability of the activities.  

F.  Gender Dynamics

FOCODEP
At the household level, workload and control of household resources are major issues for women.  As noted in the baseline study, women work longer hours at more varied tasks; they are responsible for maintaining the home and most of the farm work after the plowing is done.   A woman may be the nominal owner and the full-time caretaker of a dairy goat; however, she may not have any control over a decision to sell or how the proceeds are used.  Women have more control over poultry.  
The project has targeted women in many of its activities, including the traditional areas of child care and family nutrition, and female participation in group and individual activities is high.  The targeting of highly vulnerable households has also benefited women.  Participants have been trained in and are aware of gender equity issues but have not adopted the practices.  There was a general recognition that when all members of the household participate, development will occur, and if a home is not peaceful nothing will be accomplished.  
Decision-making around household assets have implications for the project as high value assets such as dairy goats are passed on.  FOKO has identified three critical areas for training based on a gender study it undertook – couple communication, ownership, and decision-making.  Training will include building  skills in discussion and negotiation and will begin in May 2008.  These skills, along with gender awareness, women’s rights, and related issues should be integrated into all FOCODEP activities, as this is considered an effective way to promote gender equity.  

Within the FOKO Executive Committee itself, the ratio of female to male officers favors men, with four male and one female officer.  

MUDEP
Ownership issues for goats are a similar challenge for women in MUDEP. Decisions on crops fall along gender lines; men decide on the planting and harvesting of cash crops while women make decisions with regard to food crops like cassava, millet, maize and beans.  However, decisions on cash sales are still the domain of men, no matter what the crop.  Women exercise more control over poultry because it fetches a low price and the proceeds are usually used to buy food for the household.  

Men and women are trained together at the project level. More men participate than women, though the women complained that the men always grab the best benefits, such as seed.  A large number of women participate in elections of VDC members, though the majority of committee members are male.  As with FOCODEP, it is recommended that gender awareness and gender equity issues be addressed in all types of training, and that the project ensures that future benefits are distributed equitably.    

G.  Capacity Building
FOKO

Leadership and good organization contribute to FOCODEP’s achievements.  FOKO has gone through several elected changes of leadership smoothly, though the same few people tend to be re-elected to positions on the Executive Committee.  Apart from the Executive Committee, there are sub-committees dealing with specific project activities; for example, the CHWs work with the Health Committee, and the Health Coordinator represents CHWs at committee meetings and works with CHWs to make or implement decisions, while in the SARL Committee, the Crops Coordinator works with the Farmer Field Schools.  Members are also organized into subgroups; when a subgroup gets too large to collaborate effectively, it is subdivided again.  Members seek out assistance from any agency that can help achieve their goals, such as the Ministry of Health for CHW training and a monthly mobile clinic.  Members are expected to train other members of their subgroup, as one manifestation of the philosophy of “passing on the gift”.  FOKO employs two Program Assistants (PA), supported by WN, to provide technical assistance and train an “understudy”, a community member who will take the PA’s place once the project ends.  The intense focus on capacity building and training in many sectors, beginning early in the project, has generated much enthusiasm.  It is apparent that members feel ownership and believe they will sustain the activities after WN’s involvement ends, though FOKO acknowledges that continuing to motivate volunteers is a challenge. 
FOKO’s openness to new members is confirmed by the community, and new members are joining after seeing the results achieved.   There is established criteria for participation:  all members must establish tree nurseries and kitchen gardens and must work hard.  More vulnerable members are given seeds, dairy goats or improved planting material (such as improved banana tissue culture) and are, like other members, expected to ‘pass on the gift’ in the form of whatever benefits they derive.  Less vulnerable members are given training but must purchase their own seeds or other materials.  FOKO’s leaders believe they should be role models for the community and hope to eventually encompass the entire community. The most active members derive many benefits in access to training, improved technologies, planting material, health information and health care.  Some of the poorest members of the community (such as widows with small children) do not participate even though they have been invited to do so, stating that they lack the time, feel overwhelmed from “being alone”, or prefer daily agricultural wage labor.

The philosophy of “passing on the gift’ has taken root among FOCODEP participants, along with a strong social welfare component.  The program provides dairy goats to vulnerable households, such as PLWAs, and seeds to those who cannot afford inputs, and subgroups organize to build houses for widows and child-headed households.  Those who receive such assistance are expected to pass on the benefits, including knowledge from training.  Passing on also occurs with bulking materials and through the idea of the CHWs caring for PLWAs and monitoring children under five years of age.  

FOKO is registered with the Ministry of culture and Social Services which gives it legal recognition. In this status, it required to submit annual returns to the Ministry showing any changes in officials or in the constitution and they have complied with this regulation to date. FOKO has applied for registration as a  Community Based Organization (CBO) which has higher level recognition and therefore shows an upward trend in institutional legal status.  FOKO convenes a Stakeholders’ Forum every three months to present its current activities.  In the meeting, organizations are asked how they can fit into and assist FOCODEP’s plans.  After the forum members follow up with local institutions to seek assistance with specific interventions.  This is a positive assertion of community control over its development agenda, as members pointed out that agencies often come in with their own agenda and own way of doing things.  The introduction of joint planning with other agencies working in the area has reduced duplication and produced joint plans and joint follow-up.  
While FOKO has many strengths, its enthusiasm is inclined to overreach its capacity, posing the risk that it will take on more activities than it is able to manage well.  It is hoped that as FOKO matures and builds its independent capacity, the group will adopt a measured pace of development where initiatives are consolidated, their benefits and shortcomings assessed, and the group ensures they are working well before it moves on to new activities.  

MUDEP VDC

MUDEP VDC was formed in 2002 and is registered as CBO with the Ministry of Culture and Social Services. In the current arrangement with WN, the MUDEP VDC is supported by a local NGO, Rural Energy and Food Security Organization (REFSO) whose role is to build the financial and management capacity of the group. The VDC formed in 2002 and had several community improvements to its credit before FHtH.  MUDEP creates an annual plan, and the Executive Committee meets with the entire community three times a year to inform people about activities and provide education on specific topics.  The VDC has already demonstrated its capacity to identify and address specific problems facing the community and expressed its desire for capacity building in leadership, financial management, and proposal writing.  MUDEP has 14 subgroups and is open to new groups who meet its standards for participation, which include active engagement in some productive activity and registration with the Ministry of Social Services. Much of the work done with WN during 2006 focused on awareness creation and planning meetings with community members.  This included participation in WN’s annual conference in Tanzania by five members of the community.  

Participants are working to apply the training they have received in various sectors.  The poultry vaccination teams are well organized and systematic, CHWs/HBC groups active, and members report a decline in malaria, skin infections and common illnesses.  As productive activities are still new in MUDEP, the philosophy of ‘passing on the gift’ is not as evident but has been initiated through the sweet potato bulking.  Members also show a strong concern for more vulnerable community members.  
MUDEP’s organizational capacity is not yet well developed and it will require quite a bit of support from WN over the next several years.  The main internal challenge for the MUDEP Executive Committee is to work with its members to develop more confidence and reliance on their own abilities to develop the community, rather than looking for a ‘sponsor’ to fund their ideas, and to begin to develop a clear idea of how they want to develop as a community.
V.  Institutional Outcomes
A.  Successes
At the outset of the program in 2005, WN and HPI in Kenya discussed possible types of collaboration between the two institutions, including cross visits, the two-way transfer of methodological expertise and technical skills, and joint planning sessions.  A few consultations were held between WN and HPI country office and field staff to discuss the importance of the collaboration.  WN made plans to invite two HPI staff members to its annual conference as a means of encouraging cross-learning.  

WN and Heifer met again in January 2007 to discuss ways to support stronger collaboration and mutual learning.  They agreed to have regular meetings, to share calendars of key events and extend invitations; to arrange for staff and participant cross-visits of WN to HPI sites, and HPI offered flexible use of their regional staff in backstopping WN program activities.  WN sends Heifer Kenya its annual plan; Heifer participated in WN annual conference in Tanzania in 2007; the two organizations have held farmer exchanges where WN participants have visited Heifer sites; and both organizations have issued invitations to various staff trainings, such as on M&E and gender.  

At the field level, staff see numerous benefits from the collaboration.  HPI both trained participants in livestock care and helped in sourcing animals.  In turn, Heifer Kenya benefited from the recordkeeping to track dairy goat breeding initiated by WN.  WN and FHtH participants have been trained in the HPI ‘Cornerstone’ model and have enthusiastically adopted the ‘passing on the gift’ methodology.  Heifer staff in Kenya participated in the WN strategic planning workshop held in Kisumu in 2006.  Heifer staff oriented FOCODEP Project Officers on Heifer’s Values Based Planning Model and project development cycle and participated in a training on Cornerstones for Sustainable Development.  Heifer has joined WN to do joint project monitoring for FOCODEP and Heifer programs in Homa Bay, which included senior staff from Heifer HQ.  Heifer also facilitated an exchange visit for FOCODEP farmers to Heifers project in Homa Bay where the FOCODEP farmers learned about  Heifer’s approach to kitchen gardening and dairy goat projects.

The impact on technical staff has been an increased appreciation of the approach of each other’s organization and identification of areas of potential complementarity.   This includes not only  the concept of passing on the gift, but also the preparation of recipients, ideas about who to involve, and the use of a written agreement signed by the recipient and witnessed by the chief.  

However, there still seems to be limited interaction with staff not directly involved in the WN projects.
On the issue of gender and ownership, Heifer has developed some techniques that WN could apply in FHtH.  Heifer noted that when livestock are given out, women and men must both sign the agreement so that ownership is family-based, not individual (if it involves a widow/er, a child over 18 becomes co-owner).  This, plus encouraging the entire family to participate in training, is used as a way of encouraging shared decision-making between men and women.  
Heifer Kenya is concentrating most of its efforts on improving the quality of livestock in its projects.  There is interest in adopting an integrated approach with nutrition as a central component.  Currently, Heifer Kenya has other partners for introducing kitchen gardens and agroforestry because it recognizes that the organization is not specialized in these areas.  It has not engaged the experience of WN in the FHtH and other projects, to help implements its agro-ecological initiatives. 
The funding from FHtH has been useful to WN in expanding activities.  At the same time, several activities in FOCODEP and MUDEP are funded by another WN donor, such as the mobile clinic and the community pharmacy.  While these activities provide important services and help support other critical activities such as the work of the CHWs, they cannot be directly attributed to FHtH support. 

Overall, FHtH activities are promising.  The participating communities appear to have been well selected in terms of their initial capacity and motivation.  FHtH has built on this with an intense focus on capacity building in many sectors, beginning early in the project.  The integration of sectors (SARL, CRH, CBNRM) appears to be a good approach.  Participants are working hard to apply their training in various sectors and there are many individual reports of improvements in health, diet, and nutritional status of CU5 and pregnant mothers; participants also report small gains in food production and soil fertility.  These positive developments have led communities to  identify and develop complementary activities such as the EDC, savings and loan associations and IGAs.  The “passing on the gift” philosophy has been adopted by communities and there is concern with assisting the most vulnerable in community.
Both FHtH locations are leveraging training and services from government and other agencies (Min. of Agriculture and Livestock, Kenya Agricultural Research Institute, Ministry of Health, SCC-Vi, REFSO) to achieve their goals.  
The leadership of FOCO and MUDEP is open to new groups and has established standards that potential groups must meet before joining.  Both have held elections and changed leadership several times in an orderly manner, though the same few members are selected each time for Executive Committee membership.

B.  Challenges

The initial collaboration between WN and Heifer Kenya at the project level began slowly.   HPI staff appear to have had limited engagement in the early phase of the project.  It appears that the Heifer office in Kenya did not have adequate information on the nature of the collaboration between WN and Heifer, and seems to have received little communication from HPI HQ about expectations, roles and responsibilities.  It took an initiative on the part of WN Kenya in January 2007 to begin the discussion about collaboration, so that a more structured collaboration could be pursued.  As a result of the meeting, Heifer offered to introduce WN to its program staff in Western Province to facilitate collaboration between the work undertaken in Busia District.  Heifer also assured WN that it would allow flexible use of its regional staff to backstop program activities as long as adequate notice was provided.  It was also noted at the meeting that there had not been any structured and systematized method through which the two organizations can share methodological approaches.  It was suggested that key events in each organization’s annual calendar be shared.  Heifer Kenya’s understanding of FHtH also improved after the ‘Dig Deeper Day’ in February 2007.
Despite good intentions, actual institutional collaboration since January 2007, outside of Heifer assisting WN with specific project activities such as training and sourcing animals, has been limited.  Heifer staff attended the annual WN conference in Tanzania, and there have been several workshops and other meetings attended by staff from the other organization.  Opportunities for mutual learning have also been limited, though both organizations have experience and knowledge that would enrich the other.  For example, WN has valuable experience in agro-ecology specific to western Kenya, which Heifer could benefit from as it introduces this area to its programming.  The main obstacle to collaboration seems to be the absence of a formal commitment to specific learning activities that will further the goals of FHtH.  Both organizations acknowledged that there is no structured or systematized method through which the two organizations can share approaches, and that they need to explore opportunities for mutual learning, such as joint trainings.
The partnership in Kenya has acknowledged that it would benefit from more communication, greater interaction of more staff, and a closer working relationship.  More benefits could be realized from collaboration at the country level with the identification of mutual learning objectives, but given the full schedules of both organizations, this will probably only be realized if Heifer and WN sit down and draw up a planned set of activities to achieve those objectives, assign responsible parties, and develop a timetable.  
During the second phase of the project, a more collaborative effort should be made to bring all the implementing countries and communities into the program design.  As part of this, the nature of the collaboration and the respective roles of HQ and field offices should be defined in greater detail. 

VI.  Conclusions and Recommendations

From Hunger to Hope Project:
· The program objectives need to be well defined globally and better quantified at the country office level.

· Heifer Kenya and WN should set formal goals and indicators for participation in fulfillment of Objectives 2.1 and 2.2 and incorporate into their annual plans.  This includes establishing mutual learning objectives.
· Many activities have been implemented simultaneously and are complementary; thus it is hard to determine which activities are most successful. Activity-specific outcome data is needed to clarify which activities generated which results.

· In order to measure impact, more comprehensive outcome data is needed for measuring achievements in production and nutrition.  
· FHtH should introduce a community-based participatory monitoring system to complement community-based planning.  This would include assisting participants to decide what they want to measure; and setting up indicators for goal achievements and means of measuring progress towards goals so that community members can assess their own progress. 
· At the institutional level, during the second phase of the project, HPI and WN should clarify their vision for the collaboration, what they want to achieve from it, determine the respective roles of HQ and field offices, and draw up goals and indicators for achievement.  

· More benefits could be realized from collaboration at the country level.   At the country level, HPI and WN should formally establish mutual learning objectives, including what approaches and methods they can incorporate into their respective program activities, plan a set of activities to achieve those objectives (to which they will hold themselves accountable), and establish a timeframe for accomplishing them.  
FOCODEP
· Trends are in the right direction but it is too early to assess improvements to productivity, soil and water resources, food security, or health and nutrition or to judge sustainability of the activities.
· Participants have an idea of changes in community and maintain good records of inputs but do not measure progress.  Record-keeping at the community level could be used in a more evaluative manner.  All records should be updated quarterly instead of every six months.  

· The Executive Committee needs to improved its communication on decisions, participant criteria and the participant selection process to its members to reduce any potential for misunderstanding among sub groups or members.
· Continued training on gender sensitization and equity particularly around decision-making and ownership issues, should be integrated into all activities. 

MUDEP
· The VDC and MUDEP members have done well in identifying specific problems and addressing them.  They should be supported to develop a holistic vision of how they want the community to develop in the future, and what they need to do to accomplish this vision.

· The project should continue to assist community the Executive Committee and MUDEP members to develop greater confidence and reliance on their own abilities to develop the community, rather than looking for a ‘sponsor’ to fund their ideas and provide them with material assistance.

· The VDC recognizes its need for continued capacity building, and identified its priority areas as leadership, financial management, and proposal writing.

· FHtH should begin to introduce a simple community-based monitoring and evaluation system.  This will help the community to plan, set targets, measure progress against indicators, and know when they have reached their goal.

VII.  Appendices
Appendix A: Documents Reviewed
Heifer International, “From Hunger to Hope” Project Proposal, 2005.  

Heifer International, Kenya Country Program, 2007 Annual Report.

Heifer International Project Initial Progress Report, East Africa, 15 April – 30 June 2005
Heifer International Project Progress Report, Ngua Mlambo Development Trust: (NMDT):


1 July – 31 December 2005

1 January – 30 June 2006
Heifer International Project Progress Report, Friends of Katuk Odeyo Community Development Program (FOCODEP):


1 July – 31 December 2005


1 January – 30 June 2006


1 July – 31 December 2006


1 January – 30 June 2007


1 July – 31 December 2007
Heifer International Project Progress Report, Muyafwa/Mundalira Development Program (MUDEP):


1 July – 31 December 2006 

1 January – 30 June 2007


1 July – 31 December 2007
Heifer International Project Progress Report, Worldwide:


1 January – 30 June 2006


1 July – 31 December 2006


1 January – 30 June 2007

HPI-WN On-going/Recent Joint Initiatives, undated.

NMDT Development Trust, Report on TOT Training on Nutritional Education held at Lady Diana Lodge from 29th – 30th March 2006.

NMDT Development Trust, Report on Dairy Goats Training to FOCODEP, Training Report No. 3, June 2006

NMDT Development Trust, Report on Dairy Goats Training to FOCODEP, Training Report No. 4, June 2006

World Neighbors, Capacity Building and Holistic Approach to Sustainable: experiences from WN East Africa, Qureish Noordin, Program Coordinator-SARL, WN East Africa.  Presentation at Dig Deeper Day, February 2007.
World Neighbors,  Concept Paper: “From Hunger to Hope: Solutions for Rural Poverty”, 2008

World Neighbors, FOCODEP Programme Farmer Experimentation records, undated

World Neighbors, From Hunger to Hope FOCODEP Baseline Survey Report, March 2006

World Neighbors, From Hunger to Hope NMDT Baseline Survey Report, February 2006

World Neighbors, Report of the Bilateral Review meeting with WN- Heifer Country Offices, Nairobi, Kenya, HQund
January 25, 2007.  

Appendix B:  Qualitative Study Topical Outline
Heifer International – World Neighbors

“From Hunger to Hope” Partnership Grant

External Evaluation Topical Outline

Questions for Participants:
Participation History

Questions should be asked to men and women separately to determine who benefits and how. 

1. How long have you participated in the project?  

2. What types of project activities have you been involved in? 

3. How has your life changed since you began participating?  Ways conditions have improved? Ways conditions have worsened?  

4. Have you “passed on” livestock/ seed/ knowledge gained from FHtH participation, to others in the community?  

5. Have participants received a “passed on” gift of livestock/seed/ knowledge gained from FHtH participation?  What type of gift?  Was the gift useful?

6. Is there anything else participants are doing, outside of FHtH project activities, to improve production levels/food security/health?  Do these activities complement FHtH activities? 

Production Levels

7. Has production/income level increased since initial participation in the FHtH project?  How much?  How is the increase determined? 

8. Which activities worked best at increasing production/income levels?  Which activities did not work? Why not? 

9. Will participants be able to maintain the increase in income/ productivity?  Be able to increase the level of yield/ income further? 

10. If participants experienced increased crop yields - Were any of the increased yields intended for market?   Were products sold at a profit?  If not, why not? How is this measured? 

11. Will participants be able to continue using the methods that have led to increased productivity/income following FHtH project completion? What activities/methods will continue?   What are the challenges to doing so?  How can challenges be overcome? 

Soils, Water Supplies, Forests

12. Have there been soil/water improvements since the project’s inception?   New forest areas protected?  Describe improvements and how participants measure improvement. What didn’t work?

13. Do community groups exist to discuss the status and goals for soil, water and/or forest condition? Who attends the meetings? How often do they occur?  What issues are discussed?  Give examples of:

 

a)issues that have been successfully addressed

 

b)issues addressed that were not successful.  Why not?

14. Will participants be able to continue the practices that have led to soil/water/forest improvements after FHtH project completion?  How will they do this; what types of practices?  What are the challenges to doing so?  How can the challenges be overcome? 

Food Security

15. Describe household food security levels prior to participation in the FHtH project? How many months did households have sufficient food?  

16. Has food security status improved?   By how much? How many months do households have sufficient food now?  

17. Have new types of food been added to household diets as a result of project activities? What foods? 

18. What types of activities have helped increase food security? How have they helped?  What types of activities have not been helpful?

19. What training sessions or discussions regarding farming for market, savings & credit, management of household economy, micro-enterprise, etc.  have participants attended? Who else in the community attended?  If none, why not?

20.  What information from training sessions was most useful?   How has this information been applied? 

21. Will participants be able to continue the activities that have led to increased food security after FHtH project completion? What are the challenges to doing so?  How can the challenges be addressed? 

Child Malnutrition

22. What major health issues face children in the community? 

23. What FHtH training sessions or discussions regarding child nutrition have participants attended?  If none, why not? 

24. What information was most useful?   How has this information been applied? 

25. Have child feeding and care practices changed since attending FHtH training sessions?  Which practices have changed? 

26. Have children been seen by a health practitioner? For what? Describe the quality of service. 

Gender Dynamics

27. Do women have access to, control and use of resources (e.g. livestock, credit funds, training & discussion sessions)? Has program participation increased female ownership? By how much?  How is this determined? 

28. What decision-making do women participate in and/or control with regard to project activities? 

29. If women are recipients of a “passed gift”, do they have ownership of the gift?  Do they decide how the benefits of the gift (milk, meat, crops, etc.) are used? 

30. Are women participating in FHtH training sessions?   What type of training sessions? How do the numbers compare to the number of men participating in training sessions? 
Institutional Level – Questions for NGO Staff/Key Informants

1. What, if any, are the principle successes and achievements of the partnership between Heifer International (HPI) and World Neighbors (WN)?  What specific factors contributed to the successes and achievements?

2. What, if any, are the most prominent shortcomings and/or challenges of the partnership? Is there anything that has prevented a strong collaboration? 

3. Overall, has HPI strengthened its performance and impact through the partnership with WN? Has WN strengthened its performance and impact through the partnership with HPI?  If so, how? If not, what has prevented this from happening? 

4. How has each partner participated in developing strategic and operational plans?  What has worked well in this process?  What has not worked well?

5. Does the country project operate as originally designed?  If not, how did each partner participate in the decision-making process to change program operation?  

6. What kinds of program monitoring procedures are undertaken by each partner? What works well?  What does not work well?

7. Has the country program been effective in meeting the goals stated in the Strategic Objectives?

8. How have problems between the two partners been identified and solved? What has worked well in terms of problem solving?  What has not worked well?

9. How is information communicated between HPI and WN?  What has worked well?  What has not worked well?

10.  Which, if any, opportunities, tools, or methods for mutual learning between HPI and WN are/were most beneficial?

11.  How has information gained through mutual learning experiences been applied? 

12.  Have actions been generated to improve practices or policies in the country programs of this partnership?  What type of actions? 

13.  Have best practices and mutual learning experiences of HPI and WN been documented?  Disseminated?  If so, please give examples of format, media, intended audiences, etc.  If not, are there concrete plans to do so? 

Appendix C: Individuals Contacted

FOCODEP
	
	FOCODEP – Introduction and Orientation session

	
	Name
	Group 

	1
	Japheth Adera 
	KATU 

	2
	Dorcas Wenwa 
	KATU 

	3
	Anjilina Juma 
	KATU 

	4
	Unile Anguto 
	KATU 

	5
	Moses Otieno 
	KODHING

	6
	Maurice Otieno Tola 
	KODHING

	7
	George Ouma 
	AMBOKA

	8
	Emma Akinyi Abok 
	MIRANGA

	9
	Marren Oburu 
	FOCO

	10
	Thomas Obiero 
	FOCO

	11
	Margaret Kiswa 
	CHERIOT

	12
	Eunice Outa 
	KAMWANA

	13
	Hellen Owuor
	KARURA

	14
	Carren Onyango 
	UPENDO JUNIOR

	15
	Alfred O. Ayaka
	KAMWANA

	16
	Paul Opeya Jole 
	KAMWANA

	17
	Paul Ochieng Oruko 
	KAMWANA

	18
	Nicholas Otieno 
	KAMWANA

	19
	Samson Odiwor Awuor
	

	20
	Pamela A. Ojwang’ 
	KAMULA 

	21
	Lilian A. Otieno 
	KATU 

	22
	Mary Mwana 
	UPENDO JUNIOR

	23
	Christine A. Okumu 
	KATU 

	24
	Agnes Achieng’ 
	KATU 

	25
	Risper Owiti 
	KATU 

	26
	Caren Duda 
	KATU 

	27
	Turfena Mbuya
	KATU 

	28
	Brigita Ondiek 
	AMBOKA 

	29
	Lorna Ojung’a 
	KATU 

	30
	Lucy A. Yogo 
	KATU 

	31
	Raphael Musi 
	FOKO

	32
	Esther Ouma 
	FOCO

	33
	Eddy Ouko 
	FOKO

	34
	Peris Owiti 
	FOKO 

	35
	Risper Ogogo 
	FOKO

	36
	Joseph Ogogo Olumbo 
	FOKO 

	37
	Shem Obogo 
	CAMWAND

	38
	Fredrick Akatch 
	CAMWAND

	39
	Uldar Awuor 
	CAMWAND

	40
	Selestine Opiyo 
	CAMWAND

	41
	Monica Orwano 
	CAMWAND

	42
	Fredrick Anyond 
	PA SARL 

	43
	Caroline Odera
	PA SARL 

	
	FOCODEP Focus Group People Living with HIV/AIDS (PLWAs)

	
	Name

	1
	Betha Abondo

	2
	Ruth Arrili

	3
	Marren Oburu

	4
	Moses Were

	5
	Margaret Kiwa

	6
	George Ouma Ogola

	7
	Emma Abok

	8
	Rispa Ogogo

	9
	Japheth Adera

	10
	Rose Okech

	11
	Hellen Owuor


	
	FOCODEP Environment/NRM Focus Group

	
	Name

	1
	Stephen Ouma Matinde

	2
	Dominic Owiti Awino

	3
	Marren Oburu

	4
	Dorcas Wenwa

	5
	Esther Anyango Ouma

	6
	Tom Obiero

	7
	Japheth Adera

	8
	Joseph Ogogo


	
	FOCODEP Gender Focus Group

	
	Name

	1
	Rispa Ogogo

	2
	Margaret Alex

	3
	Lucy Obujah

	4
	Monica Okwaro

	5
	Raphael Ouma

	6
	Japheth Adera

	7
	Lucas Ogwalo

	8
	Jenipher Osungu

	9
	Henry Boi

	10
	Joseph Juma

	11
	John Otieno Owuoth

	12
	Judith Okwaro

	13
	Dorcas Wenwa

	14
	Mourice Tula

	
	FOCODEP Focus Group:  Kamwana Sub-group

	
	Name

	1
	Emma Aboko

	2
	Paul Oching Oniko

	3
	Eunice Outah

	4
	Paul Opeya

	5
	Alfred Otieno

	6
	Nicholas Otieno

	7
	Samson Odiwnor

	8
	Shem Obongo

	9
	Monica Okwaro

	10
	Wulder Awuor

	11
	Selestine Opiyo

	12
	Fredrick Akach


	
	
	FOCODEP Key Informants

	
	Name
	Position

	1
	Esther Onyango
	Crops Officer, Lower Nyakach Division, Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock

	2
	Peres Owiti
	Health Coordinator, FOCODEP

	3
	Michael Awuor Ogara
	Community Health Worker (CHW)

	4
	Margaret Matinde
	CHW

	5
	Jennifer Osungu
	CHW

	6
	David Ochieng
	Nursing Officer in charge, Lower Nyakach Division, Ministry of Health

	7
	Fred Anyona
	Program Assistant, Community and Reproductive Health, FOCODEP

	8
	Eddie Ouko
	Chairman, FOKO

	9
	Michael Wamalwa
	Divisional Manager, Lower Nyakatch Division, Swedish Cooperative Center – Vi (SCC-Vi)

	10
	Dr. Julius Owade
	Regional Coordinator, Nyanza Region, Heifer International Kenya

	11
	Crispin Mwatate
	Deputy Country Director, Heifer International Kenya

	12
	Regina Mburu
	Project Coordinator, Central and Eastern Regions, Heifer International Kenya


MUDEP
	
	MUDEP Orientation and Introduction Session

	
	Name 
	Position

	1
	Africanus Makokha
	CHW

	2
	Joseph Ojiambo
	Point Person SARL

	3
	Daniel Omondi Ombede
	PA SARL

	4
	Linus Ouma 
	CHW

	5
	Calits Buluma 
	SARL - Village Elder

	6
	Faustine Oundi
	PA C/RH

	7
	Charles Okotchi 
	CHW - Secretary 

	8
	Rhoda Nanjala 
	CHW - Ass. Chairman VDC - PET

	9
	Janet Nabwire
	CRW

	10
	Cresent Ondere
	Point Person Accounts - SARL

	11
	Vincent Almidi
	PLWA - SARL

	12
	Wilfred Egesa
	SARL 

	13
	Anaceletus Koton 
	CHW

	14
	Pamela Ajiambo 
	CHW - Assistant Secretary 

	15
	Alphonse Wandera 
	SARL

	16
	Silvanus Ochieng 
	CHW

	17
	Victor Wafula 
	Chairman VDC

	18
	George Ouma 
	SARL

	19
	Emily Ouma
	CHW

	20
	Everlyne  Nekesa
	SARL


	
	MUDEP Focus Group – CHWs and PLWAs

	
	Name

	1
	Maurice Ochieng

	2
	Jenniffer Achieng

	3
	Janet Nabwire

	4
	Pascalia Baraza

	5
	Rhoda Nanjala

	6
	Silveruus Ochieng

	7
	Emily Ouma

	8
	Aloyce Lukoba

	9
	Linus Ouma

	10
	Vincent Ahmidi

	11
	Evans Ojanyi

	12
	Kotton Anacaletus

	13
	Francisca Awiuo

	14
	Pamela Ajiambo

	15
	Charles Okotchi

	16
	Winfresha Taaka

	17
	Victor Wafula

	
	MUDEP Focus Group on Nutrition

	
	Name

	1
	Morris Ochieng

	2
	Pamela Ajiambo

	3
	Alice Okunu

	4
	Pascalia Baraza

	5
	Charles Okotchi

	6
	Francia Auma

	7
	Kotton Anacalatus


	
	TUINUANE / WEKHONYE Groups Focus Group Discussion

	
	Name 
	Group 
	Position

	1
	Rhodah Nanjala
	Wekhonye W.G
	Chairlady

	2
	Janet Nabwire
	Wekhonye W.G
	Secretary

	3
	Christine Buluma 
	Wekhonye W.G
	Member

	4
	Franciscah Ajiambo
	Wekhonye W.G
	Member

	5
	Janepher Achieng’
	Wekhonye W.G
	Member

	6
	Rosemary Achieng’ 
	Wekhonye W.G
	Member

	7
	Beatrice Bwire
	Wekhonye W.G
	Member

	8
	Wilmerida Nerima 
	Wekhonye W.G
	Treasurer

	9
	Rosemary Nekesa
	Wekhonye W.G
	Member

	10
	Charles Oduori 
	Tuinuane SHG
	Member

	11
	Cresent Ondere
	Tuinuane SHG
	Secretary

	12
	George Ouma 
	Tuinuane SHG
	Organising Secretary


	
	MUDEP Village Development Committee Focus Group

	
	Name
	Position

	1
	Victor Watula
	Chairperson, VDC

	2
	Paskalia Auma
	Treasurer

	3
	Rhodah Nanjala
	Assistant Chairperson

	4
	Janet Nabwire
	Outgoing Treasurer

	5
	Maurice Ochieng
	CRH Coordinator

	6
	Samson Ogutu
	Outgoing Organizing Secretary 

	7
	Cresent Ondere
	Coordinator, Finance

	8
	Joseph Ojiambo
	Coordinator, SARL

	9
	Pamela Ajiambo
	Assistant Secretary

	10
	Charles Okotchi
	Secretry


	MUDEP - SARL Focus Group Discussion

	1
	Name
	Group

	2
	Cresent Odere
	Tot SARL

	3
	Everlyne Nekesa
	Tot SARL

	4
	Alice Okumu
	Tot SARL

	5
	Calistus Buluma
	Tot SARL

	6
	Wilfred Nekesa
	Tot SARL

	7
	Linus Juma
	Tot SARL

	8
	Alphonse Wandera
	Tot SARL

	9
	Joseph Ojiambo
	Point Person SARL

	10
	Charkes Oduori
	Tot SARL

	11
	Christine Ouma
	Farmer


	
	MUDEP Key Informants

	
	Name
	Position

	1
	Maurice Ochieng
	Health Coordinator, MUDEP

	2
	Raphael Keah
	Headmaster

	3
	Faustin Ounoi
	Program Assistant, CRH, MUDEP

	4
	Daniel Ombede Omondi
	Program Assistant, SARL, MUDEP

	5
	Victor Wafula
	Chairman, VDC, MUDEP

	6
	Andrew Ngaysa
	Officer, Division of Animal Production, Matayos Division, National Agriculture and Livestock Extension Program, Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock

	7
	Michael Odongo
	Executive Director, Rural Energy and Food Security Organization (REFSO)


Appendix D: Activity Schedule  
SCHEDULE FOR HEIFER PARTNERSHIP EVALUATION

March 24 – April 5, 2008

	Day/Date
	Activity
	Location

	Monday March 23/24
	Arrival of Consultants [Picked by World Neighbors from the airport]
	Nairobi

	Tuesday March 25
	Discussion in Nairobi with World Neighbors staff/review of documents/sharpening the tools
	Nairobi

	Wednesday March 26
	Discussion with World Neighbors staff continues/review of documents/sharpening the tools [Fly to Kisumu in the afternoon] 
	Nairobi/Kisumu

	Thursday March 27
	Data collection in FOCODEP/Discussion with Heifer program Coordinator, Julius Owade in the evening. (Accompanied by Julius Owade the whole day)
	Kisumu

	Friday March 28
	Data collection in FOCODEP (Accompanied by Julius Owade the whole day)
	Kisumu

	Saturday March 29
	Data collection in FOCODEP
	Kisumu

	Sunday March 30
	Rest day/consultants report writing session
	Kisumu

	Monday March 31
	Data collection in FOCODEP/ Debriefing meeting with community leaders
	Kisumu

	Tuesday April 1
	Travel to MUDEP/Data collection in MUDEP
	Kisumu/Busia

	Wednesday April 2
	Data collection in MUDEP/Debriefing meeting with community leaders/Travel to Kisumu and fly out to Nairobi.
	Busia/Kisumu

	Thursday April 3
	Debriefing meeting with World Neighbors staff/ Follow up interviews
	Nairobi

	Friday April 4
	Final workshop/preliminary findings
	Nairobi

	Saturday April 5
	Departure of Consultant [Dropped at the airport by World Neighbors]
	


�





�





�





�





�














� the spider plant (Gynandropsis gynandra), black nightshade (Solanum nigrum), sunhemp (Crotalaria brevidens), jute plant (Corchorus olitorius), amaranth or pigweed (Amaranthus sp.), and cowpea (Vigna sp).


� Centers for Disease Control/Government of Kenya Nyando Integrated Child Health and Education (NICHE) project, April 2007.
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